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CURRENT TOPICS. 

Mr. James BELL, solicitor, has been appointed Town Clerk of 
the City of London. Mr. Bert was admitted in 1888; became 
assistant solicitor to the town clerk of Birmingham, and was 
subsequently appointed town clerk of Leicester. 





Sir Artour Wutson, K.C.L.E., late legal adviser and solicitor 
to the Secretary of State for India, has been appointed a member 
of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Gouncil under the 
provisions of 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 41, and took his seat on Tuesday 
last. Sir A. Wrison was called to the bar in 1862, and was 
appointed in 1878 a puisne judge of the Supreme Court at 
Calcutta, 


Tue Act under which Sir Antoun Witson has been appointed 
contains the rather quaint provision (section 30) that “two 
members of His Majesty’s Privy Council who shall have held 
the office of judge in the East Indies . and who, being 
appointed for that purpose by his Majesty, shall attend the 
sittings of the Judicial Committee . . . shall severally be 
entitled to receive, over and above any annuity granted to them 
in wespect of their having held such office as aforesaid, the 
sum of £400 for every year during which they shall so attend 
as aforesaid, as an indemnity for the expense which they may 
thereby incur.” The notion of the amounts of judicial salaries 
in one of the Supreme Courts of Appeal which this provision 
indicates seems to be rather transatlantic. 








Tue motion which was unanimously at the meeting 
of the Incorporated Law Society last week for reference to the 
Council to consider and report to the next annual meeting 
as to simplifying by legislation the procedure for removing 
the names of solicitors from the roll, will, we ——. 
meet with the universal approval of the profession. It is 
damaging to the credit of solicitors to have from time to 
time announced in the daily newspapers a —— string 
of names of men struck off the roll or suspended by the court. 

27 
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The only reason for retaining the process of application to the 
court is in order to give a right o oo from the decision of 
the Statutory Committee; and this would be secured by a pro- 
vision that the finding of the committee, after being approved 
by the Council, shall be sent by the deputy-registrar of solicitors 
to the m concerned, with an intimation that he may, if he 
thinks fit, within a specified period, enter an appearance at the 
office; the result of entering such appearance being that the 

resent procedure of application to the court must be followed ; 

mt in case no appearance is entered, the finding of the 
committee to be final. We are tolerably confident that if this 
was provided by statute, the cases in which application to the 
- court would be necessary would be very few. 





-Tuenx 1s an anomaly in thestamp duties which ought to be 
removed. As we all know, under section 62 of the Stamp Act, 
1891, a conveyance or transfer made for effectuating the appoint- 
ment of a new trustee is not chargeable with any higher duty 
than ten shillings. This was provided by the Stamp Act, 1870 ; 
and it is strange that in re-enacting that provision by the Stamp 
Act, 1891, no reference was made to the statutory changes relative 
to the subject which had subsequently occurred. There was, first 
of all, the vesting declaration provided for by the Conveyancing 
Act, 1881 (now section 12 of the Trustee Act, 1893). As to 
this, it was speedily settled that, when made on an appointment 
of new trustees, it was subject only toa 10s.stamp. But the Con- 
veyancing Act, 1881 (now section 11 of the Trustee Act, 
1893), also provided that upon the retirement of a trustee under 
the provision therein contained, “any assurance or thing 
requisite for vesting the trust property in the continuing trustees 
alone shall be executed or done.” This provision corresponds 
to that of section 10 (2) (d) relative to an assurance of trust 
property on the appointment of a new trustee. But although 
in oe the same as the assurance of trust property to new 
and continuing trustees on an appointment of a new trustee, the 
assurance to the continuing trustees on the retirement of a 
trustee does not come within the words of section 62 of the 
Stamp Act, 1891, and the Inland Revenue authorities require 
full ad valorem duty to be paid. The result, we believe, has 
been that many deeds have been insufficiently stamped, and much 

and inconvenience has been caused. The distinction as 
to duty between assurances on the appointment of a new trustee 
and on the retirement of a trustee is wholly indefensible in 
principle; the transaction in each case being an alteration in 
the body of trustees. ‘We trust that the matter will be brought 
to the notice of the authorities with a view to legislation. 





TueE Brit to “ extend and amend the jurisdiction and practice 
of the county courts,” which has been introduced by Sir ALzerT 
Ro 111, contains proposals some of which have been for a long 
time before the public, Clause 3 substitutes £100 for £50 as 
the limit of jurisdiction in common law matters, and clause 6 
raises the limit of admiralty jurisdiction to £1,000. Clause 8 
regulates the issue, service, and procedure upon default 
summonses. Olause 9 proposes to confer jurisdiction on the 
registrar without consent in disputed claims up to £5, and 
jurisdiction by consent up to £50, ‘‘ provided always that 
if the claim appears to the registrar proper for the 
decision of the judge, the registrar may refer the” same 
to the judge, who may either dispose of the claim or 
refer the same back to the registrar with such directions as 
he may think fit.” Under clause 12 the court is empowered 
to award to a successful plaintiff ‘by way of costs and satis- 
faction for his trouble and attendance a sum such as the court 
in its discretion shall think just.” Clause 15 provides 
that any summons required to be served by a_ bailiff 
may be served by the party’s solicitor or the solicitor’s 
clerk, and clause 16 substitutes for the rule-making 


committee of five judges under section 164 of the Oounty 
Courts Act, 1888, a committee of the following persons to be 
appointed by the Lord Chancellor—namely, five judges, four 
i , and two practising solicitors whose names shall have 
been submitted to the Lord Chancellor by the Council of the 
rated Law Society. The second schedule to the Bill 
contains a revised table of court fees. 








Mr. Justice Kexewion, in delivering his judgment last week 
in McConnell v. Wright, expressed his regret that the admirable 


judgment of Mr. Justice Fanwett in Cackett v. Keswick (45 
Roxtestohe? JouRnaL, 671, 50 W. R. 10) had not been reported 
in the Law Reports. His lordship cited from it the passage, 
supported by the dictum of Lord Biacksurn in Smith v. Chadwick 
(30 W. R. 661, 9 A. C. 187, 196), which explains the test to be 
applied as to the materiality of the omission of a contract from 
a company prospectus on the faith of which the public has 
subscribed for shares. ‘‘The test must be, is the omission 
material, and if the court sees that the fact omitted is of sucha 
nature that it might reasonably deter, or tend to deter, the 
ordinary investor from entering into the contract, this is 
sufficient.” Applying this test in the recent case, the learned 
judge found the omission of a material contract. The 
defendant sought to shield himself by putting the responsibility 
for the omission and errors in his prospectus upon his solicitors, 
We are glad to see that the learned judge commented strongly 
upon this plea; he said that all he had to consider was who 
was the man responsible for the prospectus, and he thought it 
extremely unfair to throw it upon the solicitor or counsel, when 
it was known from the evidence that the only part shewn to 
them and settled by them was the bare statement as to the con- 
tracts which were disclosed. We may note one more point of 
the many which were discussed in this case—viz., the question 
of the measure of damages. In Cackett v. Keswick (cited above) 
Mr. Justice Farweztt, with his usual courage, departed 
from the rule laid down by Lord Bowen as to the necessity 
of the plaintiff proving the amount, and directed an inquiry 
as to what was the “‘ real value” of the shares on the day after 
the allotment, the measure of the damages to be awarded being 
the difference between that value and the amount paid by the 
plaintiff in subscribing for the shares. In McConnell v. Wright 
it was urged very cogently that the “real value” was by no 
means the “ market value,” for the more false and the more 
attractive were the statements in the prospectus, the higher 
would be the fictitious value on the market. The “ real and 
actual value” could only be ascertaincd by an inquiry in 
chambers, however expensive that might be, as to the whole 
assets of the company, including the paid-up capital, and even 
as to subsequent events. Mr. Justice Kzxzwicu, despite his 
reluctance to entail such a costly inquiry, directed it in the form 
given in Arnison v. Smith (37 W. BR. 739, 41 Ch. D. 308) on the 
lines laid down in Peck v. Derry (38 W. R. 33, 14 A. 0, 337). 





TE CASE against the Jesuit priests, upon which we some 
weeks ago commented in these columns (ante, p. 224), has 
now been considered by a Divisional Court of the King’s Bench 
Division. The court fully confirms our view that the magistrate 
was wrong in his opinion that proceedings under 10 Geo. 4, 
c. 7, could only be taken by the Attorney-General. The court 
has also refused to grant the mandamus asked for, or to inter- 
fere with the discretion of the magistrate who declined to graut 
process. It is very difficult to state with any precision in what 
cases the court will compel a justice to grant process, and 
in what cases it will refuse to do so. Section 5 of the 
Justices Protection Act, 1848, provides that where a j ustice 
‘‘shall refuse to do any act relating to the duties of his office,” 
application may be made to the High Court for a rule calling 
upon the justice to shew cause why such act should not be 
done, and if good cause is not shewn, the rule may be made 
absolute. Upon an information being laid, however, for an 
indictable offence, section 9 of the Indictable Offences Act, 1848, 
provides that the justice may, “if heshall think fit,” issue a 
summons or warrant. It is plain, therefore, that a large amount of 
discretion is left to the justice. If, however, the justice declines 
to grant process because he erroneously thinks he has no jurisdic- 
tion, or because he takes into accouut, or is inflaenced by, matters 
which he should have disregarded, the court will interfere. Oa 
the other hand, asit is put by Wixts, J., in Zr parte Lewis (21 
Q. B.D, 191), “‘it the justices have really and bond fide exercised 
their discretion, and brought their minds to bear upon the 
question whether they ought to grant the summons or not, this 
court is no court of appeal from the justices, and has no juris- 


| diction to compel them to exercise their judgment in a particular 
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way.” Hence it appears that an erroneous exercise of juris- 
fiction will not be interfered with; but that if jurisdiction is 
declined upon erroneous grounds, the court will interfere. In 
the recent case the Lord Chief Justice said that where a magis- 
trate does not misunderstand the law, nor apply it wrongly, but 
exercises his discretion wrongly, the exercise of his discretion 
cannot be inquired into, but that a mandamus would probably 

where the magistrate on a wrong reading of the law declines 
‘orisdiction, Here the magistrate had taken into consideration 
the fact that the sections of the Act in question had never been 
enforced, and that they were of such a nature that a private 
individual ought not to institute proceedings under them. These 
were matters which the magistrate might properly consider in 
exercising his discretion. The magistrate, it is to be noticed, 
did not definitely hold (in the opinion of a majority of the court) 
that a private individual could not institute proceedings, but that 
he ought not to do so. It must be remembered in this case that 
the Vexatious Indictments Act does not apply. Therefore, the 
decision of the magistrate is not final, and anyone may prefer 
a bill of indictment against the Jesuits. As we said before, it is 
unfortunate that an Act should continue to be unrepealed if it 
has become obsolete, and is condemned by the great majority of 


the people. The sooner these sections, and some others of other |. 


Acts which might be mentioned, are repealed, the better. 





THE QUESTION put to the Court for the Consideration of Crown 
Cases Reserved last Saturday in Rex v. Hadwen and Ingham 
(reported elsewhere) is certainly an important one; but it is rather 
hard to see where the real difficulty lay, or to understand how 
Roxzy, J., could have decided as he did—a decision which, if 
supported, might work huge injustice to an accused person. 
The facts were very simple. The two prisoners were jointly 
indicted, and each elected to give evidence on his own behalf. 
Each in his evidence threw the whole blame on the other, and 
accordingly the counsel of each prisoner claimed the right tocross- 
examine the other. This the learned judge refused to allow, but 
agreed to state a case to test the validity of his refusal. The 
court has now decided that the refusal was wrong, and has 
accordingly quashed the conviction of each prisoner. It is 
true that the prisoners could only be called as witnesses by virtue 
of the Criminal Evidence Act, 1898, and that that Act only 
provides that a prisoner shall be a competent witness 
“for the defence.” Oross-examination of a prisoner 
witness is expressly authorized by the Act, subject to 
certain restrictions; and there is nothing expressly or 
impliedly limiting that right of cross-examination to the 
counsel for the prosecution. We are, therefore, thrown back 
upon general and well-established principles for an answer 
to the question whether if a prisoner give evidence against his 
co-defendant he is liable to cross-examination by the counsel of 
the latter. The general principle is set outclearly in the case of 
Allen y. Allen and Bell (1894, P. 248), in which it was held that in 
adivorce suit the evidence of a respondent is not admissible 
against a co-respondent if the counsel for the co-respondent has 
not been allowed to tross-examine the respondent. In deliver- 
ing the judgment of the Court of Appeal in this case, Lopxs, 
Ly, said: ‘‘It appears to us contrary to all rules of evidence, 
and opposed to natural justice, that the evidence of one party 
should be received as evidence against another party 
Without the latter having an opportunity of testing its truth- 
fulness by cross-examination. In the case of prisoners jointly 
charged with an offence, the jury are always most carefully 
warned that what one may say inculpating the other is not 
evidence against that other. The reason is because one prisoner 
cannot cross-examine another, and therefore their statements 
condemnatory of each other, unassailable by cross-examination, 
would be valueless. In our judgment, no evidence 
given by one party affecting another party in the same litigation 
can be made admissible against that other party unless there 
is a right to cross-examine.” When this case was heard 
& prisoner could not in general give evidence at all: now 
® can. It often happens that one of two persons 


jointly indicted cannot give evidence in his own favour without 
incriminating the other. In that case it is absolutely useless to 


principle, therefore, laid down by the Court of A , the 
counsel for the other prisoner should be meeekt > toute 
examine. The refusal to allow cross-examination in such 4 
case is (in the words of Lorzs, L.J.) “ to natural 
justice.” Now, it has been expressly held that where 
two prisoners are jointly indicted, and one of them 
calls a witness who gives evidence criminatory of the 
other, the counsel for the latter Say may cross- 
examine the witness: Reg v. Burdett (3 W. R. 246, 6 Oox, 458), 
Reg. v. Woods (6 Cox, 224). Now, since 1898, a prisoner may 
himself give evidence ; and it is only reasonable to conclude 
that if he does so he puts himself in the same position as any 
other witness he may call, except as regards the protection from 
certain questions in cross-examination afforded him by the Act, 
This protection, however, he loses if “he has given evidence 
against any other person charged with the same offence.” We 
submit, therefore, that the decision of Rrorey, J., was not only 
contrary to established principles of evidence and to natural 
justice, but also contrary to the spirit of the Act itself, which 
contemplates unrestricted cross-examination of one prisoner who 
gives evidence against another. 





As a general rule, a mortgagee’s costs of the mortgage are 
paid at the time when the mortgage is made, and there is 
therefore no possibility of the question arising which was 
decided recently in Wales v. Carr (50 W. R. 318); in the event, 
however, of their being left unpaid, it seems that the only 
remedy of the mortgagee is to recover them by action against 
the mortgagor, and he cannot in a redemption suit claim to 
add them to the mortgage debt and so get them paid as part 
of the price of redemption. With costs which he incurs as 
mortgagee in connection with the preservation of the mort- 
gaged property, for protecting his title or enforcing his rights, 
it is different; and these he is entitled to add to his security, 
although there is no implied contract with the mortgagor under 
which a personal liability can be enforced. “A mortgagee,” 
said Corton, L.J., in National Provincial Bank of England v. 
Games (34 W. R. 600, 31 Ch. D. 582), ‘does not in terms con- 
tract for costs, but the rule is that all costs which he, being 
mortgagee, properly incurs in relation to his security are to be 
allowed to him.’”’ But that no personal liability arises was laid 
down by the same learned judge in Ex parte Fewings (32 W. R. 
352, 25 Ch. D., p. 352). After pointing out that the mortgagor 
must pay, as a condition of redemption, ‘‘any expenses which 
had been properly incurred by the mortgagee in her ‘position as 
such,” he continued: “But that is an entirely different thing 
from saying that an action of debt could be maintained by the 
mortgagee against the mortgagor for those expenses. It is said 
that the mortgagee’s right in a redemption action is founded on 
an implied contract by the mortgagor to pay these costs, but 1 
am of opinion there is no such contract.” ese dicta relate to 
the expenses incurred by the mortgagee in his character as 
such. The expenses, however, of creating the mortgage, 


and putting him into the position of mortgagee, are subj 


‘to a different rule, and are payable as a debt by the 


mortgagor to the m ee. “ When a mo e is com- 
leted,” said Jzsszt, M.R., in Er parte Firth (30 W. R. 529, 19 
Oh, D., p. 427), “the m r is liable to pay to the mortgagee 


the expenses incident to the mortgage transaction. The mort- 
agee is primarily liable to his own solicitor for those ex 
fhe mortgagor is liable to pay over to the mo what he 
pays to his own solicitor, but there is no debt until the 
transaction is completed.” In Wales v, Carr (supra) Fanwg11, 
J., held that this personal right of the mortgagee against the 
mortgagor in respect of the expenses of the creation of the 
mortgage excludes any right against the pro’ such as he 
has in respect of his expenses as mortgagee, and the m 
accordingly was not entitled to add the former expenses to hi 
mortgage debt upon redemption by a second mortgagee. 





Aw unsvccEssFuL attempt was made in River Roden Co. v. 
Urban District Council of Barking Town (reported elsewhere) to 
prevent the entry upon land -by promoters of a public under- 
taking under section 85 of the Lands Clauses Act, 1845. That 





tell a jury that they must not d this as evidence against the 
other, Buch » course would t 


uch g course would be futile. On the general 


section, as is well known, provides for entry before the amount 
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of the compensation has been determined in the regular manner, 
either by arbitration or a jury; but as a condition of entry there 
must be a preliminary valuation by a surveyor appointed by 
justices—or in the case of railway companies by the Board of 
e (Railway Companies Act, 1867, s. 36)—and theamount of the 
valuation must be paid into court and a bond given for payment 
of the full compensation money when ascertained. At one time 
it was considered that this summary procedure was only avail- 
able in cases where there was urgent necessity for immediate 
entry (Field v. Carnarvon, &c., Railway Co., 5 Eq. 190), but 
as was pointed out by Fry, J., in Loosemore v. Tiverton, 
§c., Railway Co, (22 Ch. D., p. 39), the section only 
requires that the promoters “shall be desirous” of entering 
upon the lands, and the very fact of their exercising the powers 
given by the section is sufficient evidence of their desire. And 
nothing is said as to the adequacy of the deposit. This must 
purport to cover the whole of the lands comprised in the notice 
to treat, although the entry is on part only, but provided the 
surveyor is duly appointed, and acts properly in making his 
valuation—he must, for instance, actually inspect the premises, 
and not assume that they are similar to other neighbouring 
premises (Cotter v. Metropolitan Railway Co., 12 W. R. 1021)— 
it seems that the amount which he fixes is conclusive so 
far as regards the right of entry. In the present case it 
was objected that the amount was inadequate, and on 
this ground the claimants sought to restrain the pro- 
moters from entry. Notice to treat had been given by 
the promoters of a light railway at Barking in respect 
of part of an island in Barking Creek. The surveyor appointed 
by the Board of Trade valued the land at £19, a sum which, in 
accordance with section 36 of the Railway Companies Act, 1867, 
he declared to include compensation for all damage and injury 
to be sustained by the claimants by reason of the exercise of the 
powers conferred by section 85 of the Act of 1845. The 
claimants objected that the amount was ridiculously low, having 
regard to the injury which they would suffer in respect of their 
adjacent wharves and warehouses, but Kzxezwicn, J., held that, 
when once the valuation had been bond fide made, he had no 
jurisdiction to deal with its amount, and he declined to interfere. 
Of course the valuation is only preliminary, and the efficacy of 
the procedure under section 85 would be greatly impaired if it 
“ai be questioned. 





A rornt of some importance to friendly societies was decided 
by a Divisional Court on the 29th inst. in the case of Marrs v. 
Thompson. The plaintiffs were the trustees of an association of 
more than twenty persons formed for the purpose of mutual 
insurance against death or accident. The defendant was the 
treasurer of the association, and as such held certain moneys 
belonging to the association. He alleged that his house had 
been broken into by burglars and that some of the moneys had 
been taken, but the fact of the burglary was negatived by the 
finding of the judge of the Newcastle County Court. The sub- 
stantial defence relied on, in answer to a claim for the moneys in 
the hands of the defendant, was that the association (not being 
registered under the Friendly Societies Acts) was illegal withia 
section 4 of the Companies Act, 1862, and that therefore the 
plaintiffs were not entitled to recover. Re Padstow Total Loss 
Association (20 Ch. D. 137) was relied on in support of this 
contention. But in that caee no relief could have been given 
unless the existence of the society had been recognized by the 
court; in the present case it was not necessary to recognize the 
society in order to entitle the plaintiffs to recover, and Reg. v. 
Tankard (1894, 1 Q.B. 548) isa clear authority that it is no defence 
in criminal proceedings for embezzlement to shew that the 
embezzled moneys belonged to an association not recognized 
by the law. Were it otherwise, the result would be, as Lord 
CotznincE put it in the case last referred to, that “‘ the roperty 





societies is contemplated by the Friendly Societies Act, 1896, 
the association might be said to be “ formed in pursuance of 
some other Act of Parliament,” and so to be within the 
exception in section 4 of the Companies Act, 1862. 








THE PRIORITIES OF EQUITABLE 
INCUMBRANCERS. 


TueE decision of Farwett, J., in the recent case of Rimmer y, 
Webster (Times, 26th ult.) dealt with the ever-recurring question, 
which of two innocent parties was to bear the loss occasioned by 
the acts of a third party. “We may lay it down,” said 
Asuurst, J., in Lickbarrow v. Mason (2 T.R., p. 70), “as a 
broad general principle, that wherever one of two innocent per- 
sons must suffer by the acts of a third, he who has enabled such 
third person to occasion the loss must sustain it.” Had this 
| principle, which was enunciated in a case dealing with the title 
to goods under the indorsement and delivery of a bill of lading, 
been admitted to be of general application, the law would have 
been simplified and possibly the ends of justice would have been 
better served. When a man places title deeds or other 
indicia of property in the hands of a trustee or agent, he 
might not unreasonably be expected to assume the 
risk of such person’s honesty, and to suffer the loss if his con- 
fidence is misplaced and if the holder of the deeds turns them 
to his own profit by raising money on them. But as the judg- 
ment of FarweE tt, J., in the present case shews, the law does not 
in all cases place this responsibility upon the owner of the 
deeds, but makes his liability depend upon the purpose for 
which he has parted with them. 

In Rimmer v. Webster the plaintiff, as trustee under the will 
of a deceased person, was the registered holder of a bond for 
£2,000 of the Tyne Improvement Commissioners. In September, 
1900, he instructed Hatt, a stockbroker, to sell the bond, and 
at Haxt’s request the bond was forwarded to him. Hatt stated 
that he was selling the bond in two sums of £1,500 and £500, 
and he forwarded to Rumer for execution two transfer 
deeds in his own favour. The transfers, which were ex- 
pressed to be made respectively for £1,500 and £500 paid 
to Rruer by Hatt, although no money in fact passed, were 
executed by Romer and returned. Hatt then made use of 
them to borrow £1,000 from Wessrzr for his own purposes, 
representing to Wessrzr that he was the owner of the bond, 
and in December, 1900, he executed a mortgage of the bond in 
WessTER’s favour, in addition to depositing with him the bond 
and the transfers. In the same month Wexsrer sent the bond 
and the transfers to the Tyne Commissioners for registration 
and gave them notice of his mortgage; but they declined to 
take cognizance of it as a mortgage, and offered to register it as 
an absolute assignment. To this suggestion, however, WeEnsTER 
did not accede, and nothing further was done until the 
following March, when it was known that Hart was in 
difficulties. On the 14th of that month Rywer’s solicitors 
gave Wessrer notice of his title, and four days later Wester 
forwarded his mortgage to the commissioners for registration. 
But before this was done the writ in the action was issued. To 
the foregoing statement it should be added that the transfers 
from Rimmer to Hatt were in February, 1901, registered by 
the commissioners, and this was done after Rrumer had received 
the usual notice from the secretary stating that the transfers had 
been lodged for registration. 

Of course in = matter affecting priorities, the first point is 
to ascertain if either party has got the legal estate. In the 


pees case the legal title to the bond had been transferred 


rom Rimmer to LL, but it had not, so Farwett, J., held, 
been transferred to Wzssrzr. For a trangferee of stock to 
obtain the benefit of the legal title it seems that actual regis- 





belonged to nobody, and could, so to speak, be scrambled for.” | 
Relying on this authority, Lord Atverstong, O.J., and Darina, | 
J., held, affirming the county court judge, that the plaintiffs | 


tration is not essential. In Société Générale de Paris v. Walker 
(34 W. R, 662, 11 App. Cas. 28) Lord Szxsorve intimated that it 
might be sufficient if ‘all the necessary conditions had been ful- 


were entitled to recover. Ouanneztt, J., the third member of | filled to give the transferee, as between himself and the company, 
the court, while not differing from the grounds of the decision | a present, absolute, unconditional right to have the transfer 
of his colleagues, preferred to base his judgment on the ground | registered”; in the words of Romsr, J «, in Moore v. North- Western 
that the association was to all intents and purposes a friendly | Bank (40 W. R. 3; 1891, 2 Ch, 599), all formalities must have 
society, and that as the existence of unregistered friendly | been complied with, and only some purely ministerial act must 
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yemain to be done by the company. In the recent case of 
Ireland v. Hart (50 W. R. 815; 1902, 1 Ch. D. 520) Jovoz, J., 
jntimated that, except under very special circumstances, nothing 
short of absolute registration would suffice, implying apparently 
that the test just mentioned was not a practical one. But, 
however this may be, it seems that Wexssrer had never so 
complied with the requirements of transfer as to be in the 

ition of having a present unconditional right to registration. 
The legal estate being thus outstanding, the question of priority 
arose as between the equitable titles of Rummzr and WeEssTER, 
and since Rrvmzr’s, as being prior in point of time, was primd 
facie the better title, it had to be considered whether he had by 
his conduct forfeited this advantage. 

If the maxim quoted above from Lickbarrow v. Mason were 
universally applicable, it would seem to decide the case adversely 
to RrmumeER. It is obvious that by executing the transfers and 
parting with possession of the bond he had enabled Hatt to 
pose as owner and to borrow money from Wesster. But it is 
clear the mere fact that a man entrusts another with the indicia 
of property does not enable that other to create in favour of & 
third person a title as against the owner. In Shropshire Union, 
fe, Co. v. Reg. (L. R. 7 H. L, 496) Lord Oarens, C., pointed 
out that to admit such a principle would be to strike 
at the system of trusts. He characterized as a very 
serious proposition the suggestion that where an owner 
of stock chose to have a trustee in whom the legal title was 
yested, he would be bound, not merely by a valid legal transfer 
by the trustee, but by any equitable dealing or contract which 
the trustee might choose to enter into. There was, said Lord 
Qarrns, no authority for such a proposition, and in the case 
before him it was rejected. A man can, by creating a trust, 
reduce himself to the position of cestus que trust, and place a 
trustee in the full position of legal owner, and provided the 
trustee stops short of transferring the legal estate without 
notice, the creator of the trust is safe against any equitie 
which the trustee may create. The same principle was acted 
on by Curry, J., in Carritt v. Real and Personal Advance 
Co. (37 W. R. 677, 42 Ch. D. 263), where the owner of 
leasehold property assigned it to his confidential clerk 
ostensibly by way of sale and for his own benefit, but in 
fact subject to a declaration of trust in favour of the plaintiff 
contained in a separate document. The clerk created an 
equitable mortgage to the defendant company, but it was held 
not to displace the plaintiff’s prior equity. It is the frequent 
practice of conveyancers to keep trusts off a conveyance, and a 
purcharer or mortgagee, on seeing a conveyance apparently 
absolute in form, knows that there may be a trust estate behind 
it. If he is content with an equitable title, he assumes the risk 
of being postponed to any such trusts; if he wishes to be safe, 
he must get in the legal estate. 

There is one class of cases, however, in which an owner who 
has parted with the indicia of property loses the protection 
which the law ordinarily gives him, and Fanrwett, J., held 
that the present case fell within it. If they have 
been handed to an agent, not merely for the purpose 
of being held on behalf of the owner, but expressly to enable 
the agent to dispose of the property, though subject to certain 
limitations, then the owner is bound by what the agent does, 
whether he acts within the limitations or no. This principle 
was established in respect to mortgages by Perry Herrick v. 
Attwood (2 De G. & J. 21), and was applied in Brocklesby v. 
Temperance Building Society (48 W. R. 606; 1895, A. O. 178). 
In the former case legal mortgagees had left the deeds with 
the mortgagor in order that he might raise a specified sum 
of money on them. He used them to raise a larger sum, 
and it was held that the mortgagees were postponed 
in respect of the whole sum raised. The question was 
thus not simply one of postponing an equitable title, 
but of depriving a mortgagee of the benefit of his legal 
title, and although this will in general be done only where 
the mortgagee has been guilty of fraud or of conduct 
which is regarded as equivalent to fraud (Northern Counties 


Inswrance Co. v. Whipp, 32 W. R. 626, 20 Oh, D. 482), yet the | 8° 


mortgagee is treated as having deprived himself of his advan- 
tage where he has handed over the deeds for the express pu 


wortH, O., ‘‘that a person who advances money on an estate, 

the title-deeds of which are under such circumstances left in the 

hands of the mortgagor, is not to have preference, would be to 

shut our eyes to the plainest equity.” 

In Perry Herrick v. Attwood the deeds were left with the 

mortgagor in order that he might raise money for his own 

purposes; in Brocklesby v. Temperance Building Society (supra) 
they were entrusted by the owner to an agent in order 
that the agent should raise money to a limited amount for 
the owner. But it was held that the same principle 
applied. The agent raised a r sum and misappropriated 

the surplus, but the charge which he created was valid for the 
entire amount against the owner. ‘If one is to choose,” said 
Lord HzrscHE tt, C., “on whom the loss ought to fall in such a 
case as the present, surely it ought rather to fall upon one who 
has selected the agent to raise money for him, who has intrusted 
him for that purpose with his securities, and who, if he has 
limited his authority, has trusted him not to exceed that limit, 
than that it should fall upon those who, finding him in 
possession of the deeds, with, in fact, authority to borrow, had 
no knowledge of the limitation of the amount which he was 
authorized to raise upon the security of the deeds.” It seems 
that a similar principle governs such a case as Rimmer v. 
Webster. The stockbroker there was not indeed authorized to 
use the bond and the transfers t6 borrow money, but he was 
authorized to dispose of the bond, and, since he had this power 
of disposition, it was not necessary for a mortgagee to 
inquire whether he was stzictly following the terms of his 
authority. So long as securities are handed to an agent merely 
for safe custody or for some purpose not involving the disposi- 
tion of them, the owner retains the priority of his legal title, or, 
if he has parted with that, of his equitable title; but if he 
empowered his agent to dispose of the property, and at the 
same time by handing him the indicia of title, enables him 
to do so as ostensible owner, he forfeits the priority which 
he otherwise has, and he cannot object that the title in fact 
created by the agent is in excess of the authority. In Rimmer 
v. Webster the stockbroker had the securities handed to him for 
the purpose of selling, but in the opinion of Farwet, J., 
Wessrer, who took as mortgagee, was entitled to rely on the 
principle of Perry Herrick v. Attwood. He took from an agent 
of the equitable owner who was authorized to dispose of the 
property, and he was not concerned to inquire whether the 
agent was acting strictly in accordance with his authority. The 
plaintiff's title was therefore tponed, and his only right was 
to redeem the defendant. The ecision forms an interesting, 
and apparently reasonable, extension of the principle of the 
earlier cases. 








REVIEWS. 


TRAMWAY COMPANIES. 


TRAMWAY COMPANIES AND LocaL AUTHORITIES: BEING A COLLEC- 
TION OF SPECIAL Provisions CONTAINED IN PRIVATE ACTS OF 
PARLIAMENT OF TRAMWAY COMPANIES AND RELATING Park- 
TICULARLY TO THE INTERESTS OF LocaL AUTHORITIES. Com- 
piled and Arranged by Frank Nort KEEN, Barrister-a‘-Law. 
Merritt & Hatcher (Limited). 


Although this book does not profess to be an original work, its 
author may fairly lay claim to oS . in having conceived the 
idea of collecting and publishing thi ection of precedents—the 
only one, so far as we are aware, of its kind. Local authorities, and 
more particularly road authorities, necessarily watch with a — 
eye the legislative proposals of tramway companies, and Parlia- 
mentary bargains as to such matters as the interference by the 
company with roads, bridges, drainage arrangements, and water 
pipes, and their liability to repair and reinstate the same, are 
commonly entered into. The draughtsman in search of precedents 
for clauses of this kind will be grateful to Mr. Keen for saving him 
an immensity of trouble in looking through many volumes of local 
statutes. The precedents have been well selected, and in each case the 
reference is given to the i Act from which the clause has 
been taken, so that it will be easy to ascertain the context, and the 
eral scope, of the Act in which the clause occurs. Many of the 


dents could easily be made applicable to light railway orders, 
uta second edition t usefully be extended so as to include 
clauses directly suitable these orders and for Acts to the 





of enabling money to be raised. ‘To hold,” said Lord Oran- 


undertakings of gas and electric supply companies and other 
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tion conferring powers which involve a give-and-take between 
companies and local authorities. 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
COMPROMISED LEGACIES—LIABILITY TO DUTY, 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—I shall be obliged if you will do me the favour of inserting 
@ few observations in correction of au error which runs through 
“‘ Hanson” and all the text-books on the important subject of the 
liability to duty of legacies compromised, whether before or after the 

date of probate. 
The notes in the fourth edition of Hanson on Estate Duty, at 
P: 500, under section 37 of the 36 Geo. 3, c. 52, are very misleading. 
t is stated that “the result of Stracey’s case (6 Q. B. D, 657), is appar- 
— to shew that the liability to duty must be regulated according 
to the strict legal rights of the persons beneficially interested, as 
evidenced by the grant of probate or administration, and cannot be 
varied by the mode in which they think fit to dispose of the property. 
If, for instance, the executors of the will [the legatees being strangers 
in blood] had procured its validity to be admitted by paying a portion 
the testator’s property to the next-of-kin, they must nevertheless 
paid the duty at the rate of 10 per cent. on the whole residue, 
could not have claimed that the money paid to the next-of-kin 
chargeable with duty at that rate only to which they would 

ly be liable,” 


This position is supported also by reference to the case of the Lord 
Advocate v. Gordon (22 Scotch Sess. Cas., 4th series, 629). Then the 
Scotch case of Lord Advocate v. Murray (21 Scotch Sess. Cas., 4th 
series, 743) is referred to in the following terms: “‘ Where, however, 
rights arising under a will of doubtful construction are compromised, 
legacy duty is paid according to the relationship of the persons 
ac y taking.” 

The report of Stracey’s case, decided in 1844, shews that the counsel 
for the Commirsioners of Inland Revenue sought to qualify the pro- 
visions of the 37th section of 36 Geo. 3, c. 52 by those of the 23rd 
section relating to the compromising of legacies, and claimed that the 

rtion of the estate given to the persons who would have taken as 
ere under the revoked will was liable to duty as taken in com- 

romise of legacies; but the claim was rejected by the court. Mr. 
Kelly, the defendants’ counsel, was stopped in the middle of his 
argument and judgment given against the revenue; for upon the 
revocation of the grant of probate, the declaration of an intestacy, and 
the grant of letters of administration, there was nothing in the nature 
of a legacy to be compromised, and therefore no legacy duty assess- 
able. There is nothing in the case to authorizs the 23rd section 
being ignored as to legacies which have been the subject of com- 
promise, whether before or after the probate, and the net result of it 
1s rather that it came entirely under the 37th section, and that that 
section and the 23rd section operate independently. 

The next case quoted (Lord Advocate v. Gordon) is not relevant to 
the question of compromised legacies, as the subject of claim in it 
was succession duty on real estate, and the 23rd section of 36 Geo. 3, 
c. 52 is made applicable by the 32nd section of the Succession Duty 
Act only to the assessment of succession duty on personal estate. 

As to the result of the case of Lord Advocate v. Murray, it may be 
added that, although the subject or this case was the interpretation 
of a legacy, and not the validity of the testamentary instrument, the 
reasoning of the judges and the considerations by which they arrived 
at the conclusion that legacy duty should be — according to the 
relationship of the persons actually taking, apply equally to any case 
in which the validity of the instrument is the subject of question. 

This was clearly shewn by the course taken in the subsequent case 
of Watherstone’s Trustees. In it the legacies had been compromised, 
but the case placed before the court for judicial decision admitted 
that the duties were payable upon the amounts actually taken and 
according to the relationship of the persons taking under the com- 
promise, and all the Lord Advocate claimed was that the testa- 
mentary provision directing the payment of certain legacies free of 
duty was no longer operative: Lord Advocate v. Watherstone’s Trustees 
(Scotch Sess. Cas., 5th series, p. 627). 

It appears strange that such a gloss should ever have been put on 
Stracey’s case and that the error should have prevailed for so many 
years, and was not exposed upon the decision in Lord Advocate v. 
Murray ; and that, even after the case of Lord Advocate v. Wather- 
stone’s Trustees and the admission of the error in practice in Scotland, 
there should still have been some hesitation over it in England and 
Ireland 


° WILLIAM WILSON. 
45, Dame-street, Dublin, April 29. 





LIABILITY FOR LOSS OR DETERIORATION OF PROPERTY 
AFTER CONTRACT FOR SALE AND BEFORE CON- 
VEYANCE. 


(To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—May I be permitted to reply to your observations on my letter 
of the 18th inst. . 

Dealing with my first point, I do not think I have overlooked the 

distinction you point out; indeed I hardly see how your distinction 
applies. A tenant for life, for i takes rents and profits, and 
yet in very many cases is not saddled with “ outgoings,” using the 
word in its technical sense. I should carefully discriminate between 
the ordinary periodical rates and taxes (sometimes loosely termed 
‘‘ outgoings ”’), and capital expenditure in the way of reconstruction 
of drains, &c., and, if my discrimination be correctly founded, I am 
forced to repeat my conclusion that there is no difference m principle 
between the facts in the first of my two sets of cases and those in the 
recent cases of Barsht v. Tagg and Re Highett and Bird’s Contract, and 
that hence the case of Paine v. Meller ( ealing wito the liability as 
between vendor and purchaser to rebuild in case of fire) is, by 
implication, overruled. 
Passing on to my second example, there is surely no enforceable 
forfeiture under section 14 of the Oonveyancing Act, 1881, until 
notice of the breach has been given, and has not been complied with. 
Hence, here again.I see not why the legal principle I have quoted 
from Prideaux (if still good law) should not operate to throw the 
burden of the compliance with the terms of the notice served uader 
section 14 upon the purchaser, should such notice be served between 
the date of the contract and the date fixed for completion. 
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[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—The question of the onus of expenses and outgoings between 
the contract and completion is getting interesting. Who is liable 
for ordinary repairs after the contract has been si P 

In the case of leaseholds, what is to prevent the purchaser after the 
contract supplying a list of dilapidations any of which are a breach 
of contract, and insisting on all the work being done before the date 
fixed for completion? There appears to be no need to wait fora 
notice from the freeholder. E. P. R. 

April 30. 





ENCROACHMENTS ON THE RIGHTS OF THE PROFESSION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—We are glad to see your correspondent’s protest against the 
encroachment on the rights of the profession owing to the — of 
auctioneers and estate agents in preparing tenancy and similar agree- 
ments. We venture to think that a more serious encroachment is the 
practice, openly carried on by certain medical agents, of preparing 
long and complicated articles of partnership and instruments for the 
sale of the goodwill of medical and other partnerships, or of shares 
therein, at fees ranging from £3 3s. upwards. They usually 
endeavour to come within the proviso 2 (b) of section 44 of the Stamp 
Act, 1891, by commencing their articles with the words ‘‘ Memo. of 
Agreement” and ending with an attestation clause to indicate that 
the document is to be under hand only. Sometimes, however, the 
form and the internal evidence contained in the “ ent” are 
sufficient to briog it within the al section above quoted, and we 
hope that endeavours will be made to stop this practice by bringing 
OLD JEWRY. 
April 30. 





THE DISCRETION OF JUSTICES AS TO RENEWAL OF 
LICENSES. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.]} 


Sir,—In reference to your observations in yourlast number, wesubmit 
that a breach of a licensee’s undertaking is ‘‘ something new ”’ arising 
since the last grant; also that the provision as to evidence on oath 
does not apply when the facts are admitted, as in the case we 
suggested, and that the justices would then be acting on facts, and 
not on private opinion. The police (in London at least) report for 
the consideration of the justices ‘a long list of cases every year, but 
very rarely ‘‘ object” to the renewal. What is to be done when (as 
often happens), a serious case of misconduct or disorder is so 
reported? Unless the justices interfere, and give the applicavt 
notice, no one else does. At the adjournment, of course, evidence ia 
such cases is given on oath. Scappine & BopkKIn. 

23, Gordon-street, Gordon-square, April 29, 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


Re LONDON AND NORTHERN BANK (LIM.). HADDOCK’S CASE. 
No. 2. 23rd April. 


Company—Winpincg urp—Privatz Examrmnation—Souricrror or Wirness— 
Terms ON wHicu Soxicrron May Assist—Companres Act, 1862 (25 & 26 
Vict. c. 89), s. 115. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Byrne, J. popertes 50 W.R 
486). The London and Northern Bank (Limited) was in liquidation. An 
action by the bank against Sie G. Newnes (Limited) for libel was pending. 
The liquidator obtained an orderin the winding up for the private exam- 
ination under section 115 of the Companies Act, 1862, of, inter alios, Mr. 
Haddock, who had been at one time secretary to the bank, and Mr. Hoyle, 
solicitor to Sir G. Newnes (Limited). At Haddock’s examination, Hoyle 
appeared for him as his solicitor. Oounsel on behalf of the liquidator 
applied that Hoyle, being himeelf a witness, should withdraw. Hoyle 
withdrew accordingly. It was then asked on behalf of the liquidator that 
Hoyle’s managing clerk, who was an admitted solicitor, should also with- 
draw. Counsel for the witness objected. The registrar ruled that the 
clerk could only remain on giving an und ing to treat the whole 
matter as private, to use theinformation obtained from the witness’s answers 
for purposes of re-examination only, and to communicate such informa- 
tion to no other person or persons whatsoever except his solicitor. 
Haddock’s counsel objected to any such limitation imposed, and 
advised Haddock to refuse to answer any question in the absence of his 
solicitor. The matter was adjourned to the judge. Byrne, J., upheld the 
registrar's ruling. Haddock appealed. 

Tux Court (Cotiins, M.R., and Strung and Oozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. 

Cottins, M. R.—The ground of this a is that the condition which 
has been imposed by Byrne, J., on Mr. Hoyle’s clerk is one that ought not 
to have been imposed. It is said that it is imposeible for the witness to 


between them and the bank. But the right of the witness to be protected 
has no relation whatever to the rights of Sir G. Newnes (Limited) in the . 
litigation. The object of the examination is that the liquidator may 
obtain information for the purpose of the action, and it is under the control 
of the court. For reasons it would be undesirable that the op 
litigant should be allowed to be present at proceedings which are 
taken for the purpose of info the officer of the court or 
the court what ought to be done. There is machinery by which the 
court can allow the result of this examination to be disclosed if it 
thinks it should be, that is provided by rule 1 of the Com 
Winding-up) Rules of 1895. It is not, therefore, as if Sir G. Newnes 
Limited) are for ever precluded from learning wo bry FE there is 
machinery by which they can get at anything which ought to be disclosed. 
But the particular question here is whether Sir G. Newnes (Limited) have 
reason to complain that the registrar has imposed as a condition that if 
the witness is to have this particular solicitor, the solicitor shall maintain 
secrecy as to an examination which is not and is not intended to be public, 
and the whole object of which might be defeated by a disclosure of the 
information thus obtained. The question really is whether in such pro- 
ceedings the solicitor who attends to protect the witness is entitled to 
disclose to anyone information which he has obtained in a private room 
at a private hearing. I think that the decision of Byrne, J., was quite 
right, and we should not be justified in interfering with the order he has 
made. Under that order the court retains the discretion given to is by the 
rule, and no doubt would, in a proper case, assist a party desiring to Ww 
what took placs at the examination. 

Srrruinc and Oozens-Harpy, LJJ., delivered judgments to the same 
effect.—Counszt, Lush, K.C, and Muir Mackenzie; Atkinson, K.O., and 
Stewart Smith, K.O. Soxicrrons, G. H. Hoyle Helder, Roberts, Walton, § 
Thomas, for Simpson § Simpson, Leeds. 

{Reported by J. L. Sriztine, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.) 


MOFFAT & PAIGE (LIM) v. GILL & SONS (LIM.) AND MARSHALL. 

No. 2. 19th, 21st, 22nd, 23rd, and 24th April. 

Ooryricnt—Common Sources or InrormaTion—InrrIncementT—Insunce 
TION. 

This was an appeal from the judgment of Kekewich, J. (reported 49 
W. R. 438). The plaintiffs Messrs. Moffat & Paige (Limited) and the 
defendants Messrs. Gill & Sons (Limited) are publishers in Warwick-lane, 
and the defendant the Rev. Francis Marshall is the author of several books 
for schools. In Fe , 1893, the plaintiffs’ psn ery ublishel an 
annotated edition of ‘‘ As You Like It,” as one of a series of Shakespeare’s 
plays prepared for schools, and the copyright was registered in their 
names as proprietors at Stationers’ In 1898 or early in 1899 
an annotated first edition of Shakespeare’s play of ‘As You Like It”’ 
by the Rev. Francis Marshall, was published by the defendants 
Messrs. Gill & Sons. Ou the 22nd of December, 1899, the plaintiffs issued 
a writ egainst the defendant publishers complaining that Mr. 
Marshall’s book was an infringement by them of the copyright in 
several works, and among others of the plaintiffs’ work on ‘‘ As You Like 
It.” That action was disposed of by a consent order dated the 10th of 
January, 1900. It appeared from that order that the defendants paid 
agreed damages and agreed costs and also bound themselves to destroy all 
copies in their possesssion in mo of which the action-was brought, the 
plaintiffs on their part under g not to commence any action 
Mr. Marshall in of the matters in question in that action. The 
defendant Marshall, however was no party to that order. In accordance 
with that order, all copies <1 the first edition of Mr. Marshall’s book in 
the possession of the defendant publishers were destroyed. The defendant 
Marshall then wrote a second edition, which was again Ss the 
defendant publishers. The plaintiffs com ed that the second edition, 
although it contained alterations, was substantially a copy of the first ; 
and thereupon, on the 9th of May, 1900, they commenced this present 
action for an injunction to restrain the defendants from the alleged 
infringement of their right. The plaintiffs alleged that the defend. 
anta’ book, the second edition, was a colourable imitation of their book, 
and an infringement of their copyright —(l) in the general arrangement, 
(2) in the sketches of character, (3) in the literary notes and glossary, (4) 
in the quotations from Some illustrating the points, and quotations from 
other authors. The plaintiffs alleged that the defendants’ book was not 
the result of independent research, but contained many p which 
were merely copies from the plaintiffs’ book with but slight alteration ; 
and they claimed damages, an injunction to restrain the defendants from 
continuing the infringement, and an order for delivery up of the co in 
the defendants’ possersion. Mr. Marshall in his defence denied that his book 
was a colourable imitation of the plaintiffs’ book, or an mfringement of their 
copyright. He admitted having read the plaintiffs’ book, but stated that he 
had compiled his book after independent research and atter consulting not 
only the plaintiffs’ book, but various other commentators. He had simply 
made a legitimate use of all the books bearing on the subject. Kekewich, 
J., ia Gaivering a considered judgment on the trial of the action, 
said he felt himself com: by the pl to restrict his decision to 
the second edition, and that, however much he might be disposed to 
condemn the first, or to hold that in the preparation of the second 
defendant Marshall had been influenced by the contents of 
first and his recollection of them, his lordship did not deem himself 
liberty to allow that to enter into the consideration of the issue 
the present action. Then, after considering the evidence, his 
came to the conclusion that there had been no animus fwrandi on 
of the defendant Marshall, and, therefore, that no injunction or 
way of damages should be granted inst him ; but, having, Be eg 
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be properly protected by anyone but this particular firm of solicitors, who 
are the so Fitoes acting for Sir G. Newnes (Limited) in the litigation 





his want of candour in not acknow! » in the second 
book, the sources of his information, ed judge refused to 
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him any costs, though he ordered the plaintiffs to pay the costs of the 
defendant publishers. From that decision the plaintiffs appealed. 

Tue Oovrr (Cottims, M.R., and Srmume and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Cotims, M.R,—In this case Kekewich, J., took the view that the second 
edition was substantially the same as the first, but he did not give effect to 
that view, considering that he was at liberty to look at the second edition 
only and must disregard the firet since that edition was not the subject of 
the action. With the greatest respect I must differ from the learned 
judge. I think that the court is at liberty to look at all the circumstances 
and see how the second edition was evolved from the first. I do not 
propose to go into detail, and Iam quite content to take Kekewich, J.’s, 
own view that this edition was a copy by Marshall of the first. I have 
displaced the only reason which prevented the learned judge from giving 
effect to his view. Then how does the matter stand in point of law? The 
defendants hardly contended that the plaintiffs’ work is not a subject- 
matter for copyright, and I have no doubt that it is. The materials, however, 
from which the work was derived were common property, and it was open 
to anyone to use them. Then the question is whether under these 
circumstances the defendants can be said to have infringed the plaintiffs’ 
copyright. Jarrold v. Houlston (3 K. & J. 708), Spiers v. Brown (6 W. R. 352), 
and Macmillan v. Suresh Chunder Deb (Indian L. RB, 17 Calcutta Series, 351), 
shew that in such a ca:e there is infringement if an author avails himself of 
his predecessor’s labour and adopts his materials with but a slight degree 
of colourable variation and thus saves himself pains and labour. Here I 
think it is clear that Marshall copied wholesale from the work of another, 
without going through the process of himself consulting the sources from 
which the plaintiffs took their quotations. It is not a case of occasional or 
casual imitation only—that is, an imitation which does not infringe copy- 
right. The plaintiffs are entitled to an injunction. 

Stimiine and Oozens-Harpy, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same 
effect.—CounseL, Warrington, K.O., Serutton, K.0., and Goffin; Hamilton, 
K.0., and Lincoln Reed; P. 0. Lawrence, K.0., and F. P. Wheeler. 
Soricrrors, Harvey Clifton; T. L. Yates; J. Woodhouse, for C. H. Marshali, 
Huddersfield. 

(Reported by J. I. Stinuixe, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


THE RIVER RODEN CO. (LIM.) v. THE URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL 
OF BARKING TOWN. Kekewich, J. 21st April. 


Licut Rattway—OComrvutsory PurcHasE—VALvATION By Boarp or TRADE 
Surveror—Insunction—Lanp OCxavses Cosonrpation Act, 1845 (8 Vicr. 
c. 18), 8. 85—Ramway Compantgs Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vicr. c. 127), s. 36. 


This was a motion for an injunction to restrain the defendants from 
taking possession of certain leasehold premises belonging to the plaintiffs, 
known as Ouckhold’s Island, in the parish of Barking, Kesex, described in 
a notice to treat served upon the plaintiffs by the defendants, pursuant 
to the Barking and Beckton Light Railways Order, 1898, unless or until (a) 
a further and better valuation (taking into account the damage sustained 
by the plaintiffs by reason of the severance of their property) should have 

made by a surveyor duly appointed by the Board of Trade, pursuant 
to section 36 of the Railway Companies Act, 1867, to make the valuation 
for the purposes of section 85 of the Land Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, 
and until the amount of such valuation should have been deposited in the 
bank, and a bond given as prescribed by the said section ; or (4) unless and 
until the purcha:e-money and compensation should have been agreed or 
assessed as provided by the Land Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, 
and paid to the plaintiffs. By section 11 of the Barking and Beckton 
Light Railways Order, 1893, the council was empowered to enter upon and 
take such of the lands specified on the plans and in the book of reference 
as might be required for the purpsses of the undertaking. The council 
required the property in question, which contained about two roods, for 
the purposes of the light railway. It appeared that this property was 
scheduled in the book of reference in the name of one Thomas Mathews as 
the owner or reputed owner and occupier of the premises, but the plaintiffs 
denied the title of Mathews and claimed to hold the premises under a 
lease from the trustees of one William Crook, deceased. The plaintiffs were 
also possessed of extensive premises adjacent to Cuckhold’s Island, and 
alleged that the island was of particular value to them as forming a 
protection to the rest of the wharves and premises, and alleged that the rest 
of their property would be teriously affected by the taking of such 
land for the purposes of the light railway. Notice to treat was 
served upon Ciook’s trustees and the plaintiffs, and on the 14:h of Jan A 
1902, notice was also served upon them of the council’s intention to apply 
to the Board of Trade, under section 36 of the Railway Companies Act, 
1867, for the appointment of a surveyor under section 85 of the Land 
Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, with a view of entering under that 
section, and the application was duly made to the Board of Trade, who, 
on the 23rd of January, 1902, appointed a Mr. Martin to be the surveyor. 
The surveyor duly inspected the property and made his award, 
valuing the plaintiffs’ interest at £19. This sum was duly paid 
into court under section 85 of the Land Olauses Consolidation Act, 
1845, and the names of two sureties were submitted to the plaintiffs. 
It was not disputed that the surveyor had only inspected the land required 
for the light railway, and had not inspected the rest of the plaintiffs’ 
Lah ari and upon this ground the plaintiffs sought relief. For the 
p it was conteaded that no proper valuation has been made, as the 
surveyor had not all the ne facts before him to make such valuation. 
The effect of section 85 of the Land Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, taken 
with section 36 of the Railway Companies Act, 1867, was that a valuation 





must be made, not only of the land actually taken, but also of the lands 
which would be injuriously affected by the taking of such lands. In order 
for the surveyor to do this, he must be acquainted with the rest of the 
plaintiffs’ property, and as he was not so acquainted, the valuation was not 
a proper one. The court had jurisdiction to grant the injunction: Cotter 
v. Metropolitan Railway Co. (12 W. R.1,0%1); Field v. Carnarvon and Llanberis 
Railway Co. (16 W. BR. 273, L. R. 5 Eq. 190). The defendants were not 
called upon. 7 

Kexewicu, J., dismissed the motion, with costs to the defendants in 
any event. He said the application was entirely without foundation It 
was not denied by the plaintiffs that section 85 of the Land Clauses 
Consolidation Act, 1845, as amended by section 36 of the Railway 
Companies Act, 1867, was applicable to the present cass, nor was it 
alleged that the defendants had not done all that was necessary to bring 
them within, these sections. The defendants had given the necessary notice 
to treat and had duly applied to the Board of Trade to appoint a surveyor, 
aud the Board of Trade had appointed a surveyor, who had made a 
valuation of the property, aud the valuation must be taken to include damage 
by severance as well as damage expressly included. There was no reason 
why the defendants should not now take possession of the land, upon 
paying the amount of the valuation into court, subject, of course, toa 
proper valuation being made thereafter. The only reason urged against 
this was that the plaintiffs alleged that they would eventually be entitled 
to a much larger sum as compensation; bat even if this should prove to 
be the case, it was no reason for holding that the surveyor’s valuation was 
not a proper one, or that he was incompetent to make a proper valuation. 
But in none of these cases of speedy possession was the surveyor ever in 
possession of all the material facts, and he had to make the beat valua- 
tion that he could, and although in many cases the sums fixed by 
a surveyor had proved to be totally inadequate, yet in many cases 
in his lordship’s experience the surveyor had awarded the landowner far 
more than he was eventually found entitled to. The Legislature thought 
right to justify that which, apart from the statute, constituted an act of 
trespass, in the interests of the public, and subject to certain formal steps 
being taken had authorized such acts for the benefit of the public. But if 
the Legislature had said that if the surveyor omitted to take into con- 
sideration all material facts in making his valuation, the valuation should 
be useless, the whole object which the Legislature aimed at would fail. The 
surveyor had todo his best and must necessarily make but a rough estimate, 
and if he did this honestly the court would not interfere. In the case of 
Cotter v. Metropolitan Railway Co. (2 W. BR. 1021) the surveyor, in making his 
valuation, assumed that the house was of the same value as the other 
houses in the same road, and he did not inspect the particular house in 
question. This was an obvious breach of duty. In the present case no 
such evidence was adduced. The surveyor had, he thought, made the 
valuation to the best of his ability; and even if plaintiffs should eventually 
receive more than the amount of his valuation, it could not be said that 
the surveyor had acted wrongly.—CovunseL, P. O. Lawrence, K.O., and 
P. B Abraham; Warrington, K.U., and J. E. Harman. So.icrrors, 
Wilson § Son; Fisher § Stephens. 

(Reported by C. B. Camm, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 


In the Goods of ALFRED PRISSICK (Presumed Deceased). Barnes, J. 
28th April. 
Propate—Leave To Swear Dearu. 
This was a motion for leave to swear the death of Alfred Prissick uuder 


the following circumstances: It appeared that Mr. Pzissick was chief 
engineer of the Hull trawler Orkney, and he sailed from Hull on the 9th 
of January, 1902. On the 25th of January, when about 230 miles out 
from Hull, the trawler transhipped some fish. From that time she had 
not been heard of. The weather was very stormy at the time, and 
it was believed that the vessel had foundered with all hands. The 
underwriters of the vessel had paid as upon a total loss, the ship having 
been posted at Lloyd’s as missing on the 24th of February. The applica- 
tion was made on behalf of Mr. Prissick’s widow, to whom three out of 
four policies on his life had already been paid. 

Bannes, J., said that, subject to the widow’s affidavit being corroborated 
by a member of the family, astep which was always necessary, and subject 
to a letter from the fourth insurance company saying that they did not 
oppose the application being obtained, the death could be swornas having 
occurred on or since the 25th of January, 1902.—OounszL, H. 7. Kemp, 
Souicrrons, P. J. Smith § Hudson. 

[Reported by Gwynne Hatt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
THE KING v. HADWEN AND INGRAM. C.C.R. 26th April. 


Paactice—Two Prisoners Jointty Inpicrep>—Evipence Given spy ONe 
Prisoner Szekine To THRow THE Onus oF THE UnIME ON THE OTHER— 
OROSS-EXAMINATION PERMISSIBLE ON BEHALF OF THE OTHER PaisoNeR AS 
WELL AS ON BEHALF OF THE PROSECUTION. 

This was a case reserved for the opinion of the court by Ridley, J., 
raiting a question under the Criminal Evidence Act, 1898, s. 1 (f), Part 
III., as to whether, when two prieoners were tried together, and one of 
them gave evidence for himself and against the other, he could be 
cross-examined on behalf of the other prisoner as well as on 
behalf of the prosecution. The two prisoners, Hadwen and Ingram, 
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—— 
gore tried before Ridley, J., at Leeds Assizes last March. The 
indictment charged them jointly in thirty counts with the following 
s: (a) Uffences under the Debtors Act, 1869, s. 11, sub-section 10, 
jamaking and being privy to the making of certain false entries in a 
document relating to their affairs—viz., a balance-shest, within four 
months before the presentation of a bankruptcy petition by them with 
intent to conceal the state of their affairs; (4) Offences under section 13 of 
the same Act, by obtaining credit under false pretences in incurring a debt 
tothe Huddersfield Union Banking Oo.; and (¢) conspiring togetner to 
cheat and defraud the banking company. The defendants had carried on 
business as partners under the style of Hadwen & Sons, of bey ce near 
Halifax, and the banking account of the firm was kept with the Hudders- 
fdd Union Banking Co. Each defendant pleaded Not Guilty to the 
e of the indictments, and was separately defended by counsel. 
At the close of the case for the Crown each defendant elected to give 
gridence upon oath, and each defendant gave evidence exculpasting him- 
gif, and also against the other defendant who was charged with the same 
gffances. Oounsel on behalf of each defendant then claimed the right to 
e the other defendant upon the evidence given by him against his 
e-defendant. Oounsel for the Crown contended that such cross-examina- 
tin was not permissible, and the learned judge upheld the contention, 
and excluded all cross-examination of one defendant on behalf of the other. 
The jury found both the defendants guiity upon all counts, and the judge 
repited judgment and let them out on bail pending the decision of this 
court upon the point of law. The question for the opinion of the court 
was whether under the circumstances counsel for one prisoner was (as he 
daimed) or was not entitled to cross-examine the other prisoner upon the 
evidence given by the latter upon oath against his co-prisoner. 

Taz Court (Lord Atverstonz, O.J., and Lawaance, Wricut, Bruce, 
and Kennepy, JJ.) decided agaiust the decision of Ridley, J., and quashed 
the conviction. 

Lord Atverstonz, O.J., said that under the circumstances stated the 
defendant in fact became a witness against the other, and as the evidence 
would be relied on by one defendant as supporting his case inst the 
other, he thought that both on , and applying the rule laid d>wn 
inReg. v. Woods and May (6 Oox Or. Cas. 224) and Reg. v. Burdett and Luck (24 
L. J. M. O. 63), a prisoner who so gave evidence did become a witness 
who was giving his evidence against the other defendant. He therefore 
gave evidence against a person charged with some offence, and therefore 
under the statute regulating the matter counsel should have been allowed 
to cross-examine him. The learned j 1dges concurred, and the convictions 
were quashed accordingly.—CovnseL, Harold Thomas, for the Crown; 
Tindal Atkinson, K.C., and Waugh; Scott Fox, K.C., and R. A. Shepherd, 
forthe defendants. Soxrcrrors, The Solicitor to the Treasury ; Van Sandau 
$00, for Mills & Co., Huddersfield ; Helliwell, Harby, § Evershed, for Tubb, 
Booth, & Helliwell, Halifax. 

{Reported by Exsxixe Resp, Bsq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


HAYES (Appellant) v, RULE AND LAW (Respondents). Div. Court. 
22nd April. 

ApuLTERATION™Butrer BLENDED wiTH MILK—ARTICLE NOT OF THE NATURE, 
SunsTANCE, AND QuaLiry DemManpED—Prorecrion on Sate oN GIVING 
Norice py Lasget on THE ARTICLE—SALE OF Foop anp Drugs Act, 1875 
(88 & 39 Vicr. c. 63), ss. 6 anp 8. 


Special case. This was an appeal from a decision of the justices for the 
Redditch Division of Worcestershire, dismissing an information laid by 
the appellant, an inspector under the Sale of Food and Drugs Acts, against 
the respondents under section 6 of the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1875, 
charging the respondent Rule with selling as butter an article not of the 
nature, substance, and quality of the article demanded, and charging the 
respondent Law with aiding and abetting in the commission of the offence. 
On the 26th of September, 1901, a Mrs. Dutfield, acting under the direc- 
tion of the appellant, went to a retail shop of Messrs. Pearks, Gunston, & 
Tee (Limited), in Redditch. She asked the shop aesistant Rule (the respon- 
dent) to supply her with half a pound of best fresh butter. It was supplied 
toher, and she paid 6d. forit. Shortly after this Mrs. Dutfield pointed to an- 
otherlump on thecounter, and said she would havehalf a pound of that butter. 
It was supplied and handed to her, and she paid 53d. for it. Each lot of 
butter when handed to Mrs. Dutfield was wrapped in a paper bearing the 
following statement: ‘‘ This is choicest butter blended with pure English 
full cream milk, whereby the percentage of water in the butter is increased 
to about 24 per cent.’’ When the appellant came into the shop the 
respondent Law (the manager of the shop) pointed to a printed notice 
hung in the shop, in these terms: ‘‘ All butter sold at this establishment 
is Pearks’ milk-blended butter, and is choicest butter blended with 
word English full cream milk, whereby the percentage of water in the 

utter is increased to about 24 per cent.’”’ This notice was hang- 
ing in such a position as to be tacing and readily seen by any pur- 
chaser coming into the shop, though the appellant denied having seen 
the notice up to the time he began dividing the butter; but he admitted 
that, if he nad so wished, he could have read the notice. There 
Were two such notices in the shop. The appellant before purchasing 
had read of cases affecting Pearks’ butter, and knew how the com- 
peny were trading, but did not know anything about butter. The 
analyst certified that the sample of butter had been adulterated by 
the addition of water to the extent of 46 per cent. It was contended on 
behalf of the appellant that the wrapper and notice did not protect the 
respondents; that it had not been pioved that the notice was seen by the 
purchaser prior to the completion of the purchase; that the recognized 
standard of moisture in butter was 16 per cent., whereas the analyst’s 


excessive amount of moisture came to be in the butter, and that, if they 
failed to satisfy the justices that it arose from causes beyond their control 


or was not intentionally introduced by milk with the butter, then 
the offence was complete, and no label they could frame would tect 
them against what was alleged on the appellant's behalf to the 
fraudulent purpose of the respondents. It was contended on behalf 
of the respondents that the appellant had not made out a case; that 
the notice which had been settled for tne respondents’ employers by a 
learned King’s Counsel entirely protected the respondents ; that there was 
not any legal standard as to the percentage of water in butter; that the 
prosecution had no — the notice clearing the respondents from liability 
and disposing of any plea that the appellant might urge of fraudulent 
intent ; that the cnsdak had admitted that before he went to the shop 
he knew what he went to ——_ ; that before sending Mrs. Dutfield to 
make a purchase the appellant admitted having read of previous cases and 
knew how the respondents’ employers were trading, that they were 
selling mulk-blended butter, an d pot require notice to put 
prominently before him. It was also contended that the notice protecied 
the respondents from the charge that the goods were sold to the om pee of 
the purchaser. The justices determined that as the appellant had by his agent 
asked to be supplied with butter and bad received an article which was not 
pure butter, although anarticle of commerce, thesale wasasale to the prejudice 
of the p+ but that the respondents were entitled to the protection 
afforded by eection 8 of the Act by reason of the printed notices exposed in 
the shop and by reason that the butter sold ts the appellant was wrapped 
in a printed notice disclosing the fact that the article was a mix‘ure, and 
having regard to the admissions of the appellant that he knew how the 
respondents’ princi were trading. The justices accordingly dismissed 
the information. The questions for the court were (1) whetner the sale 
under the circumstances wasa sale to the prejudice of the purchaser within 
section 6. (2) Whether in what Rule did in wrapping tne butter in the 
paper described and calling the appellant’s attention to the printed notices 
in the shop he was protected by section 8. 

Tue Oovurr (Lord Atversrong, O.J., and Dartine and Ouannatt, JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. - 

Lord Atverstong, C.J., in giving judgment, said the present case was, 
in his opinion, essentially different from that of Pearks, Gunston, § Tee v. 
Houghton (supra, p. 395), which had been recently before the court, in that 
in the present case the purchaser asked for half a pound of the best fresh 
butter. The justices had found that what was supplied was not best fresh 
butter, and so far there was a sale to the prejudice of the purchaser. 
But the justices had found that the respondents were protected by section 
8, because the article was sold with a notice disclosing the fact that it was 
a mixture. Unless that notice was so put round the butter that it would 
not be seen or was covered over with another paper, or something of that 
kind, the justices were quite right in holding it a good notice under section 
8. Therefore he thoughtthat im this case the label was a good defence 
under section 8. 

Daxiinc and CHAnneELL, JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed —Covnszn, 
Amphlett, K.C., and Carmichael ; Asquith, K 0., Avory, K.O., and Frampton. 
Soxicrrors, Neve, Beck, § Kirby ; Blundell, Gordons, § Co., for G. W. Hobson, 
Droitwich. 

(Reported by E. G. Stittwz1t, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


REX v. MEAD. Fx parte WERBITZKY. REX v. SAME. Ex parte 
GRODZINSKY. Div. Court. 24th April. 


Sunpay Onssrvancse—Saxe or Bread on SunpAY—Lorp’s Day Oxservance 
Acts (29 Oar. 2, c. 7; 3 Gzo. 4, c. 46)—Sunpay Osservaners Pross- 
cutions Act, 1871 (384 & 35 Vicr. c. 87), s. 1. 


This was the hearing of a rule obtained by the defendants calling upon the 
magistrates to shew cause why a case should not be stated for the opinion 
of the court under the following circumetances: The defendants are two 
Jewish bakers carrying on business, one at 75, Oxford-street, Stepney, and 
the other at 46, Fieldgate-street, E., and ou the 17th of February last 
they were summoned, at the instance of Thomas Deatus, for selling bread 
on the Sunday at 8.15 a.m., contrary to an Act of Geo. 4, which 
is a local Act applying to the metropolis, and which provides that no one: 
shall cell, or permit to be sold, on Sunday otherwise than between 
nine and one in the forenoon. For the defence it was alleged that the 
consent in writing of the chief police officer for the district, as required by 
the Sunday Observance Prosecutions Acts, 1871, s. 1, had not been 
obtained. The magistrate overruled the objection and declined to state a 
case on behalf of the defendants. It was contended that the act of Geo. 
4 was merely explanatory of the Act of Car. 2, and that this offence 
was an offence under the Lord’s Day Act as well as under the Act, 
For the prosecution it was contended that the Act of Oar. 2 did not 
apply to this case, and the Sunday Observance Act was not therefore in 
point. The Act of Geo. 4 was an Act dealing specially with bread 
and giving special exceptions. 

Tue Covrt (Lord Atverstong, O.J., and Daruie and Ouannaut, JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Atversrons, C J.—In this case, as we have all the facts before us, 
we can deal with the matter. There is a series of Acts dealing with the 
making of bread in the metropolis from 34 Geo. 3 to 8 Geo. 4. I 
cannot think it was intended to include these Acts in the provisions of the 
Sunday Ubservance Prosecutions Act, 1871. To imclude these you would 
require express words, or else it must be implied by the words of the act. 
Rule discharged.—Counset, H. J. Henriques; Avory, K.0., and McBarnett, 
Soxicirors, Albert Solomon ; Pattinson § Brewer. 





certificate proved tha’ the butter, the subject of the charge, contained 20°6 
per cent. ; that the onus lay upon the respondents to shew how the | 





[Reported by C. G. Wizsranam, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 
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Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re ASOLICITOR. C.A. No, 2. 30th April. 


Apruicatioxn Hzarp Bzrorz Fewer tHan Tures Mempers of THE 
Statutory OoMMITTEEz, 


This was an appeal from a judgment of the King’s Bench Division 
(Lord Alverstone, O.J., and Derling and Channell, JJ.) directing that 

the solicitor sould be struck off the roll of solicitors. Counsel for the 
solicitor, in support of the appeal, said that before he addressed himself 
to the merits of the cass he had a preliminary point to take. By section 
12 of the Solicitors Act, 1888, it was provided that no application to strike 
a@ solicitor off the roll should be heard before less than three members of 
the committee of the Incorporated Law Society. In this case the 
inquiry began before three members of the committee, but one of 
the members had to leave during the hearing, and the inquiry was 
continued before the other two only, who found that the charge 
against the solicitor was made out. It was true that his client 
expressed his willingness to this course being adopted, and it must be 
taken that the hearing proceeded by consent before two members only. 
But he submitted that this was not a matter in which his client 
‘could give consent, and that the two members had no jurisdiction, 
it being a general rule that jurisdiction could not be given by consent. 
([Vavenan Wituiams, L.J., asked counsel for the Law Society whether it 
would not be better that the case should go back to be properly heard 
‘before three members of the committee? Counsel said that, if the court had 
‘any serious doubt as to whether the course which had been adopted in 
‘this case was a correct one, the Law Society were quite willing that the 
‘matter should go back for further inquiry ] 

Vaveuan Wit114Ms, L.J., said the court had a serious doubt. The order 
striking the solicitor off the rolls would therefore be discharged, and the 
case would be sent back to the committee of the Law Society.—Counsz1, 
Hugo Young, K.C., and Shakespeare ; Hollams.—Times. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 


THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
GENERAL MEETING. 


A special general meeting of the members of the Incorporated Law 
Society was held on Friday, the 25th ult., at the Society’s Hall, Chancery- 
lane, the president, Sir Henry Fowler, M.P., taking the chair. The 
following members of the Council were among, those present: Sir A. K. 
Rollit, M.P., vice-president; Messrs. Oharles Mylne Barker, James 
Samuel Beale, Edmund Kell Blyth, tbenezer John Bristow, John Wreford 
Budd, Charles Cheston, Robert Cunliffe, George Edgar Frere, William 
Godden, William Howard Gray, Henry Edward Gribble, William John 
Humfrys (Hereford), Henry James Johnson, Stephen Henham King 
Maidstone), Henry Manisty, Oharles Edward Mathews (Birmingham), 

rederick Parker Morrell (Oxford), Thomas Rawle, William Howard 
Winterbotham, and Philip Witham; also the following extraordinary 
members: Messrs. F. Acton (Nottingham), J. T. Doyle (Manchester), A. 8. 
Mather (Liverpool), and R, A. Pinsent (Birmingham). 


Banxrvurt Mempers, 


The Prestpent moved, in accordance with notice, that the following 
Clause be added to bye-law 12: ‘*The Council may in their discretion 
exclude from the society any member who is a bankrupt or who has made 
any arrangement or composition with his creditors.” He said the feeling 
of the Council was not to lay down a general rule so that every member 
made a bankrupt or compounding with his creditors should be excluded, 
but that they should have a discretion to deal with each case according to 
its merits. There were at the present time several bankrupt members 
Whom the Council thought should be excluded. It was a general rule in a 
gteat many similar instivtions that a bye-law of this sort should 
Gpply. At all events, he thought, having special‘ regard to the 
attitude solicitors had taken with reference to the refusal of the 
society to renew the practising certificates of bankrupt solicitors, it 
should be adopted. It was entirely the fault of the Legislature and of 
no one else that that power was not vested in the society, subject, of 
course, to an ap to the courts. A Bill to that effect had passed the 
House of Lords, and he hoped would pass the House of Commons. It 
remedied what was considered to be a defect in the existing law. The 
motion was with regard to a matter not relating to the profession, but to 
the society in its capacity as a society, more of a private than of a public 
ane erly it had nothing to do with the practice by a solicitor of his 
profession. 

The Vice-Presrpent (Sir A. K. Rollit, M.P.) seconded the motion. 

Mr. Cuartes Forp (London) thought this a most excellent and proper 
roposition. He was surprised that such a motion had not been made 
ong ago. They did not wish to be hard; they did not want to say that 

every case of bankruptcy should be followed by exclusion. He would 
suggest to the Council whether it should not now be considered whether 
there should be an appeal to the general body of the members. He had 
very little doubt the action of the Council would be approved by them, 
but 1t might be agreable for the Council to feel that tnere should be a 
right of appeal from their decision. 

A Mempzr said he noticed that ihe Council used the phrase *‘ continue 
to be a member of the society.”” The point was: What was the view of 
the Council as the motion in the case of a bankrupt solicitor 





case had occurred. There was a gentleman in the society who had beey 
elected since he became a bankrupt. He only wished to ask whether it 
was intended that the bye-law ch uld apply to a member who had beeg 
recently elected, notwithstanding the fac: that he was bankrupt. He pr. 
sumed the Council knew who the gentlemen in the profession were who 
were bankrupt, but in this particular instance a member had been elected 
since bis bankruptcy. He quite agreed with the motion, but whether it 
was fair to have elected a gentleman who was s bankrupt as a member and 
then pas; this resolution was a question. He asked whether the Council 
proposed to act in this particular case or not. 

The Prestpent said the question would, of course, if it came up, be 
considered by the Council. In the case referred to the bankruptcy took 
place many years ago, and at the time of the election tne searches had not 
been taken sufficiently far back to ascertain the fact. But he thought the 
seciety would have sufficient confidence in the Council that they would not 
be guilty of any extreme or harsh action in a case which had taken place 
many years before. The Council simply asked that discretion might be 
given them. If he knew anything of the Council, he was sure that 
would lean to the most considerate and fair action possible in the matter, 
Beyond that he could give no answer. 

The motion was unanimously adopted. 


GeneRaAL MEETINGS. 


Mr. Harvey Currron (London) moved, in accordance with notice: 
“That, with a view to meeting the greater convenience and increasing the 
interest of the members geuerally in the affairs of the society, all future 
meetings of the society be calied for four o’clock in the afternoon ; and that 
members be at liberty to vote by poat on all resolutions to be submitted.” 
He said the resolution consisted of two parts, and his justification for 
moving it wa; shewn by the very fact that there were very few members 
present at this meeting. No doubt it was a great inconvenience for busy 
men to come there at two in the afternoon, and whatever might be the bye 
law on the subject, he hoped the Council would give it their consideration 
—at all events, that some member of the Council would explain why it was 
not possible to alter the hour of meeting and to allow voting by post. As 
a matter of fact it was almost impossible for the majority of members in 
London to attend at two o’clock. Most of them had engagements, and it 
was only by the sacrifice of time, and possibly of work, they could do so, 
He thought it would be acceded by the Oouncil that it was desirable to get 
men to attend the meetings and also to induce them to take a keen interest 
ia the affairs of the society. And with the latter object the second half 
of the motion had been framed. The only objection he had heard raised to 
voting by post was that it would lead to forgery. But what was the present 
system in force with regard to the election of the Council? There, voting 
papers were sent out, and members signed them and returned them. 
There was no suggestion of forgery there, and he believed if his motion 
were adopted it would be a great advantage. There need be no expensein 
regard to the matter, because voting slips might be sent out with the notice 
convening the meeting, and it would be easy for every member to retum 
the voting paper to the secretary. It might be said that it was am 
advantage to the members to be present at the meetings, aud to hear the 
pros and cons of any question brought forward. That was very desirable, 
no doubt, but how were they going to deal with the large number of 
country members who could not possibly attend? They would notattend 
except they happened to be in town by pure accident. It was highly 
desirable to stimulate the interest of members in the affairs of the society. 
He had spoken to many who took an interest in the society’s affairs, but it 
was winaep Ace eer for them to be present in the afternoon. The 
members not want long meetings, but they did want to come to them 
at a more convenient time of the day. 

Mr. W. Hasepinz Jones (London) seconded. 

Mr. Forp said he became a member in 1867, and in 1868 he had moved 
a resolution with a similar object. Twice since he had brought forward 
the same . ‘The reason for its adoption were those given by Mr. 
Harvey Ulifton, but he had not had the same experience of the governing 
body that he (Mr. Ford) unfortunately had. The present two o’clock in the 
afternoon was an utterly inconvenient time tor holding the general 
meetings. The reason was that the attitude which the Oouncil had 
always adopted was that they wished the members to leave everything to 
them. These general meetings were merely held pro forméd ; and the 
Council thought there was no necessity for them at all. The members 
did not come to tell the Council what they were to do, but to hear what 
those who were appointed for life to the Council intended to do. One of 
the important reasons why the society met together in general meeting at 
two o’clock was because that time of the day was convenient to the members 
of the Law Ulub. Mr. Harvey Olifton’s motion would have been carried 
if meetings eould be held at seven in the evening or at four o’clock, a8 
suggested. He cordially approved of the motion, but it was a Lopeless 
matter altogether, There was no desire on the part of the Council to 
ascertain the views of the general body. They said, “‘ Why should we be 
bothered with the views of the general body?’’ The Council did not want 
the views of the general body ; if they did they would certainly adop: the 
motion and give the members an opportunity of expressing their opinions 
on the various questions coming before the society. If the members were 
allowed to elect the Council by post they could a fortiori be allowed to 
vote by post on less important questions. 

Mr. E Knwser (London) said that Mr. Ford should not ba so despc..d- 
ing. He always reminded him of the prophet Isaiah. The propnet was 
always uapopular in his day, atwaysin the minority, and always nad some 
gigantic sanhedrim or Pharisees or high persons in society agains’ him. 
Ultimately, however, the prophet prevailed an? he “iia ‘1igram, 
millions of parsons. ‘he ~~~ 
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a 
gewhy they should not. It was very uncomfortable to meet so early 
after lonch, and he was sure it must be very uncomfortable for the mem- 
pers of the Council and bad for their digestion. 
The Paestpent: We meet every Friday at two o'clock. 
Mr. Kucser said it was very important to have proper ventilation of the 
of the members. They did not get it. It was perfectly mon- 
to suppose that the present meeting was a representative meeting of 
hole of the members of the society. How was it possible to get 
and conscientious expression of the opiaion of the members at 
a meeting? The members of the Council were in the position 
they were able to employ efficient managing clerks who freed 
from responsibility. That of itself shewed that the rank and file 
af the profession, whose opinions were worth having, could not be 
t. In mercy to the profession, in consideration of the business they 
to transact, and also in deference to the opinion of Sir George Jessel 
when Solicitor-General, who said in the House of Commons, when the 
was mentioned, that it was only the opinion of members of the 
ion who idled away their time in the great hall of the Incorporated 
c aren B and had no serious business to attend to. The motion ought 
to be ado . 

Mr. E. T Bristow (London) imagined the object they had in view—both 
the Council and the members—was to get as many members present as 
“ope The question had been before the society many times, and they 

always failed to arrive at any hour more likely to conduce to that 
object. Speaking for those practising in the city, he could say that any 
other time of the day would be exceedingly inconvenient. It would 
altogether deprive them of the opportunity of getting back to their work 
when the meeting was over. To hold the meeting at four o’clock would 
mean a member of the Council leaving the city at half-past one to get to 
the Council meeting and remaining till after the meeting. He did not 
think the more prominent men in the city who they would like to be 
present would attend under those circumstances, at the waste of business 
time in which such an alternative would involve them. His feeling 
was that two o’clock was the best time. A great deal had been said 
by the last two speakers which he fancied was a little irrelevant and did 
not touch the question. The question was whether the present two o’clock 
was a suitable hour for the meeting. It had been the hour of meeting for 
agreat number of years, and it had fairly answered. It had always been a 
disappointment that more members did not attend. Probably in a society 
like this, except on very important occasions, they would never get large 
meetings. But he was perfectly certain that any alteration to a later hour, 
so that persons attending could not possibly get back to their business, 
would tend to lessen rather than to increase the number of members 
attending. His impression was that they had better rest content and 
make no alteration. 

Mr. Hy. Manisry (London) said that Mr. Harvey Clifton had expressed 
a regret that so few members attended these meetings, and had 
instanced as an example of the difficulty of being present at two o’clock 
the smallness of the present meeting. The members knew that Mr. 
Harvey Clifton was going to bring forward the motion that the hour 
should be altered, and if they could not on one occasion attend for 
the purpose of supporting it, depend upon it they did not take — 
much interest in the matter. With regard to voting by post, whi 
Mr. Bristow had not referred to, the motion was extremely fascinating. 
If that could be carried out in all assemblies much time and trouble would 
be saved. The members of the House of Commons, he had no doubt, would 
be delighted if they could record their votes by post and be done with it. 
But in the first place, as far as the society was concerned, they would 
have missed the speeches which they had listened to with great enjoyment. 
Mr. Ford would be imposing upon himself, and so would Mr. ten, 
eternal silence. That would have to be regretted both by them and all 
the members of the society. With regard to other matters, was it to be 
tupposed that it was possible that any eociety or von Roane for 
the purpose of discussing matters of importance w: vote by post? It 
seemed to him utterly out of the question, They would hear nothing of 
the arguments on one side or the other; they would simply see a proposi- 
tion put down and from their own internal consciousness without any 
knowledge they were to vote. If that system could be applied to all 
bodies a delightful consequence in some senses would ensue. But it could 
not be, and he was sure Mr. Ford must know that. 

Mr. W. J. Hvmrrys (Hereford), speaking on behalf of the country 
members, said there was no hour so convenient to them as some time in the 
middle of the day. If they wished to get country members to take an 
interest in the society and come to its meetings rw d must select some 
time that would enable them to get to London and back again in the day if 
necessary. 

Mr. Forp: They could not come at two o’clock. 

Mr. Humrrys: But they do. What was done by the country members 
was as foliows: They believed in representation, and practically what the 
country societies did was to decide on matters which had to be discussed 
in the whole assembiy, and they asked their secretary to get some repre- 
tentative on the Council, or occasivnally some other member of the society, 
to come up and be present at the meeting, He could assure the meeting 
that the present hour was particularly convenient. Four o'clock would be 
to them in many cases an extremely inconvenient hour. Speaking for 
himself, he could say that he very often arranged to come up to the 
Meetings of the Oouncil, and he had a conference with counsel on the 
same day, which was generally fixed for four o’clock, so that that hour 
would be very inconvenient for the meetings of the society in the case of 
country members. He did not suppose that anyone talked seriously of 
meeting in the evening. That would absolutely debar the great majority 
of the members of the Oouncil from attending. The country members 
could never come at seven o’clock. As tothe question of voting by post, it 
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would be necessary, in order to ine int such a change, to alter the bye- 
laws, and that could not be done in this meeting. But anything more fatuous 
than such a proposal would be impossible toi . They wanted to get the 
opinions of people who had opinions. The not want a state of things 
in which gentlemen in the country who pened to be members of the 
laced bef 


the meeting, and who never attended to the business Sine, should. 
have the power of voting simply as they were asked to vote by in 
who, it might be, had in view lag-ooling or wire-pulling of the worst 
possible description. He was quite sure two o’clock was the best hour. 
The Presmpenr said he allowed a good deal of latitude in the 
debate because he had thought it desirable that members should have an 
opportunity of saying something upon the subject of voting by post. But 
he nad had no intention of 


such bye-law. 
on the first of the motion only. The discussion upon voting by 

was out ot eoen and it must be confined to the simple question of the 
alteration of the hour of meeting. 

Mr. W. O. Boyes (Barnet), as a country member, objected to 
the earlier part of the motion in the interest of such members. He 
for many years attended these meetings, and he altogether repudiated the 
arguments that had been brought forward in its support. He quite 
agreed with Mr. Humfrys that two o’clock was a convenient 
Members could get from nearly every part of England by that time and. 
back again, and a later hour would be very inconvenient. 

Mr. Forp asked whether it would be in order to move an amendment to: 
the motion by adding at the end ‘‘ and that the necessary alteration in the 
bye-law be made.” 

The Prestpsnt: No. 

Mr. Harvey Cuirron, in reply, asked that when a notice of resolution 
was sent in by a member the secretary would let the member know if it 
was out of order. It was very unfair to print a resolution, and at the last 
moment point out to the mover, who was not expected to be so conversant 
with the rules, that it was not m order. He asked this as a matter of 
courtesy, and he was sure Mr. Williamson, who was always courteous td 
everyone, would be pleased to do what was necessary in the matter. The 
ye of the hour hed oy mee ” the vast mayen 4 oy the mene 
Mr. Bristow, when 8 tor the city members, proba’ represen’ 
the more elderly men of the profession. The younger men who were to 
shape the destinies of the society in the future were the men who ought tv 
be consulted. They were the vast majority of the members of necessity 
and the men whom the society ought to cultivate. They should not 
consider the convenience of a small minority when the convenience of the 
vast majority was at stake, Those who found it convenient to attend at 
twoo’clock were the members of the Council, and he could quite understand 
that it was convenient for them that the meetings of the Council should be 
at two o’clock, but that it was not a reason for holding the general meetings 
at the same hour. Why should the convenience of the majority be 
sacrificed to the convenience of the minority, which was composed of only 
two classes of men, city men and members of the Council. Mr. Manisty 
had used an argument which he had used against him before —namely, 
that the members did not attend to sup the motion. As a matter of 
fact the members who took the keenest interest in such matters found it 
utterly impossible to be present. Their absence was no indication whatever 
of their want of sympathy with the motion, or that they would not like to 
have the privilege of vo by post. With regard to voting by post——— 

The Presipent: We will have no further discussion upon that. 

Mr. Harvey Currton said that Mr. Manisty had raised a point which he 
would like to answer. 

The Presrpent observed that he had said he would stop the discussion 
on that point. He had been out of order in permitting it. He had 
allowed it out of courtesy to Mr. Harvey Olifton. He could not allow it to 
proceed further. 

Mr. Harvey Cuirron: I would like to know if it is possible to ascertain 
how many country members are here to-day. ~ 

The Pszsipent: It is nee my own power of knowledge. 

Mr. Harvey Ourrron: May I ask country members to hold up their 
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ds? 
‘The Presipent: No, certainly not. 
The motion was negatived. 


Removat or Soxtcrrors rrom Rott. 


Mr. Forp had given notice to move the following resolution : *' That if 
be referred to the Oouncil to consider and report to the next annual 
meeting of the society as to simplifying the procedure for removing the 
names of solicitors irom the roli, when that course is recommended by the 
Discipline Commiitee and approved by the Council; and at tne same time 
the Council is to consider the following ; Recommendations by such 
committee for such removal, if approved by the Council, to be forwardd 
by the deputy-registrar of solicitors to the offending solicitor and to the 
keeper of the roll; which latier official shail forthwith cause the o 


y 
the beeper of the roll, his name Will be semoved forthwith from the soll, 
and be posted in the hall of this society; but in all cases in which such 
— appearance has been duly entered, tnen tne present practice is to 
continue.”’ 
The Paxzsrpent pointed out that it would be impossible to carry out the 
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resolution as it stood. That would require an Act of Parliament. If Mr. 
Ford wished that the Council should be instructed in 1903 ‘to apply to 
Parliament to alter the discipline that, of course was open to him, but it 
was not open to him to move any detailed scheme such as the resolution 
set forth. 

Mr. Forp eaid he would like to move ‘‘ That it be referred to the Council 
to consider and report to the next annual meeting of the society as to 
simplifying the procedure for removing the names of solicitors from the roll 
by Togialative action.’’ He would leave out the remainder of the motion. 

He might ray that in the London Oounty Oouncil they were in 
the habit of moving resolutions in this way, and it was always acceptable 
to the Council, because it was complimentary to the committee. It simply 
referred it to the committee to consider and report, and that was all he 
asked for, and therefore it was open to them to report dead against ihe 
roposition. The matter referred to in the resolution was a serious one. 
‘He had not had time to look into all the details as to what was expended 
‘by the society in respect to removing from the rolls the names of dis- 
reputable members of the profession. His impression was that it was a 
‘serious item, because this was not a rich corporation. They were 
obliged to be very careful with the finances. He was probably 
guilty of no exaggeration in saying they were an impscunious 
corporation. Why should the rociety ba at the expense of publicly 
announcing that they had applied to the court to remove solicitors es the 
roll for disreputable conduct? Why did they want to noise it abroad in 
the courts in this way? There was no other profession in which such an 
unusual, and he would venture to s2y such an unwise, course was taken, In 
the church and the medical professions the names of men were removed 
from the registers without noiving the fact abroad, and surely the solicitors 
in question were not eager for publicity. They would be only too glad to 
avail themselves of a more reasonable course than that adopted at present. 
How many men whose names had been removed from the roll would have 
entered an appearance if they had had any option in the matter? The 
present practice created a false impression in the public mind. Solicitors 
were honourable men and suffered by the present state of things, and he 
thought the time had come when the members might ask the governing 
body to report whether they were not called upon in the interests of the 
public and the profession to find some other method in place of the old 
antiquated method, and whether the time had not come for some more 
reasonable method. He hoped to hear from the President that the 
QOouncil would be prepared to consider the resolution in its altered form. 

Mr. Kiwser seconded the motion, observing that the profession were 
greatly indebted to Mr. Ford for bringing it forward. Whenit had been 
brought into force they would ali be very much surprised that the law had 
not been altered long ago. 

The Presipent thought he might cut the debate short. There was not 
the slightest objection on the part of the Council to the motion as 
amended. The Uouncil were quite ready and willing to give it effect; 
indeed, the question had come before them again and again. They would 
like to see the law amended. He did not express any opinion upon the 
specific suggestions Mr. Ford had made, but the present practice entailed, 
as he had said, a very heavy expense upon the society. The society had 
been charged in Parliament and elsewhere with undue strictne:ss—some 
said the society was too strict and others that they were too lax. On 
behalf of the Council he readily accepted the motion. 

The motion was unanimously adopted. 


Reuicious Nzwsparers. 


Mr. J. B. Sokkert, jun. (London), moved, in accordance with notice: 
“‘That the religious newspapers be restored to the list of newspapers, 
magazines, &c., provided for the use of members, and that the same be 
placed in the reading-room a3 heretofore,”’ He saidthere were three grounds 
upon which he would support the motion. The fir-t was that the 
religious papers had been p upon tne tables for the use and conveni- 
ence of members for a number of years. The second was that they were 
‘of great service to those members who were engaged in ecclesiastical legis- 
lation. And he moved the resolution in the third place on the ground of 
\public policy andexample. he did not think that the reading-room of 
one of the most important societies in the country should be without 
religious papers. It seemed to be an act of irreverence, he would not say 
profsnity, to sweep out all religious papers from the reading-room when 
‘they had been there from time immemorial. 

Mr. Kiwser eeconsed the motion. He would like some explanation as 
to why the papers were no longer supplied. 

The Pxesipent said that he would give the reasons which had influenced 
the committee who had the control of the matter, and the meeting must 
decide upon the subject. The papers which had been supplied were the 
Church Review, the Church Tvmes, the English Churchman, the Guardian, and 
the Record. He need hardly point out to members that all these five papsrs 
belonged to one section of religious thought. They were all papers 
relating to the Church of England and not to any other church. 

Mr. Forp: There is also tne Zadict. 

The Pazsipent eaid the Tab/et, of course, referred to the Church of Rome, 
so that there were six. The committee had found themselves confronted 
with the fact that this was not a selection sufficiently wide, and they 
thought it was impossible to make a complete selection without offending 
some of the other members of the society. Seeing that these papers were 
very little used they had brought it better to get rid of the question 
Altogether. But the question was entirely one for the members them- 
telve to determine and whether they wished the expense to be still in- 
curred He was bound to say that if the society tovk im religious papers 
of one class of view they must take in religious newspapers of anovher 
Class of view. The Council would carry out whatever resolution the 





Mr. Kuuser said he believed the President was a Nonconformist. Hg 
was a member of the Church of England. But he would be perf 
satisfied to leave it to the President to say wnat papers should be taken in 
It did not matter to him what religion the members of the Council were, 
Burke had said *‘Man is by nature a religious animal. Atheism is not 
only against his nature but his instincts.” This was a body of lawyers, 
and if it pretended to have any respect for authority or for ancient history, 
it should at least follow the example of Justinian, who was not afraid to 
use at the very top of his Institutes a pious ejaculation. Even Mahomet 
began every chapter of his Koran with ‘In the name of the most mercify] 
God.’’ He did not care what religious papers the society took in. He 
would say, take them all, including even those of Mshometans and 
Brahmins, and all the rest. It was absolutely necessary for a man, to 
be a good member of society, to practise some religion. 

Mr. Forp said he did not agree with one word of what Mr. Kimber had 


should betaken ? Who would go for their ecclesiastical law to a Church 
periodical? No one would think of it. They would rather go toa Non- 
conformist paper. They were a practical body of hard-working men and 
he was afraid the public scarcely regarded them from the religious point 
of view. They could not have papers confined to one view in religion ; they 
must have all or none. But surely they had better withdraw the motion 
and ask the Council to consider before the next general meeting what had 
better be done. They would not commit themselves to a resolution simply 
to restore the papers which had been there before. 

The Presipent said the question was one for the members to settle, 
The Council had expressed no opinion upon it. They had simply put 
before the meeting the reasons which had influenced them. It was 
question purely of cost, but a question for the meeting to decide for 
tnemselves, 

The motion was rejected, 24 voting in its favour and 39 against. 


Lanp TRANSFER. 


Mr. Forp moved a vote of thauks to the President. 

Mr. Kruser, in seconding the motion, said the members were very much 
indebted to the Council for the short statement they had issued—it wasa 
most masterly synopsis—of the points to be considered with regard to 
compulsory land registration. He hoped every member of the society 
would read it. It was a most important document. 

The motion having been carried, the proceedings terminated. 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual dinner of this society was held on Thursday in last week. 
Lord Ashbourne presided, and there were present Mr. Justica Swinfen 
Eady, Judge Lumley Smith, K.C., and many other members of the 
profession. 

The Presipent, in proposing the toast ‘‘The United Law Society,” 
said the profession of the law was too constantly assailed with unworthy 
attacks; but it was one of the greatest pursuits which could occupy the 
mind of men, and it applied itself to accomplish a great purpose—the 
achievement of justice under wise and proper conditions It was said by 
those who attacked the profession that the ambitions of its members were 
purely personal. No doubt there were members of the legal profession 
who had obtained great rewards and distinctions, but was it not by the 
noble pursuit of their great calling? They had eeen in their own daya 
leading solicitor become a very eminent and distinguished Cabinet Minister, 
and a great Prime Minister who was rg need an apprentice to a solicitor. 
There was also a very distinguished lawyer who refused to be Lord 
Ohancellor for conscience sake. He asserted that lawyers took a great 
part in the advance of liberty. 

Mr. Justice Swixren Eapy, responding to the toast of ‘‘ His Majesty's 
Judges,’ said that although improvements were still urgently needed in 
the conduct of legal business, yet improvements had undoubtedly 
been brought about of late years. The Commercial Court, for instance, 
had proved a great success. The recent change in the constitution of the 
Divisional Court to meet the objections urged against its constant 
fluctuation and change of method of doing business had worked well. On 
the Chancery side there was a state of things which had never existed 
before. There were no arrears, and causes were disposed of with a rapidity 
which a few years ago would have been practically impossible. 

Judge Lumiry Smiru, K.O,, pro the health of ‘' ‘The Legal Pre- 
fession.”” He remarked that the spirit of the whole profession was as g 
as ever it was and there was an anxious desire to keep everything up to the 
old standard and to maintain its high prestige. 








Wednesday being the Grand Day of Easter Term at Gray’s-inn, the 
Treasurer (Mr. Herbert Reed, K.C.) and the Masters of the Bench enter- 
tained at dinner the following guests: His Excellency the Japanese 
Minister, Lord Hugh Cecil, the Right Hon. Lord Reay, the Right Hon. 
Lori Macnaghten, the Hon. Rupert Guinness,«O0.M.G., the Hon. Mr. 
Justice Byrne, Sir Kenneth Muir-Mackenzie, K.O.B., his Honour ne 
Rentoul, K.0., Colonel Dunne, CO B. (Assistant Quartermaster-General), 
Mr. Registrar Giffard, Mr. J. F. Remnant, M.P., Mr. Edwin A. Abbey, 
R.A., Mr. G. F. Bodley, R.A., the Mayor of Holborn (Mr. G. Phillips, 
J.P.), Colonel Knollys, and Mr. G. Marconi. The Benchers present, in 
addition to the Treasurer, were: The Right Hon. Lord Shand, Mr. Henry 
Gniffith, Sir Arthur Vollins, K.O., Mr. James Sheil, Mr. Beetham, Mr. 
Johu Rore, Mr. Paterson, Mr. Mulligan, K.O., Mr. Mattinson, K.O., Mr. 
C. A. Kuseell, K.O., Mr. Montague Lush, K.O., Mr. Dicey, O.B., Mr. 
Terrell, K.O., Mr. Richards, K,O., M.P., with the Preacher (the Rev. Oanon 
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INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION, 


following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
aeotal at the Intermediate Examination held on 9th of April, 1902: 


First Oxass. 
tt, Frank Jones, John David 
Seeetuin, Joseph Barnett Kelsey, Henry Harold 
Bell, George Reginald Kennard, John Aubrey Oatchpole 


Lander, James Brook 


, Barzillai Becker) 
ee eed, 4 Linnell, William Howes 


Brown, Alfred William 


Bryan, Frederick Stawell Lord, Theodore 
Bullpitt, James Marriott, Alfred Joseph 
Butterworth, Jabez Narlian, Albert Percy Michael 
Ohetham, Henry Arthur Paterson, Willis 
Cooke, Charles James Peake, Geoffrey Copson 
Cutter, Alfred Christopher Pym, Joseph Radford 
Davies, Thomas William Rallison, rge Charles 
Eliot, Edward Granville, B.A. Salter, John Ewart 

Samuel, Herbert 


(Oxon 
nie, Charles Adrian Achford Sargent, Harry Ernest 


Farrell, Bede Solomon, Harry Alfred 
Fishwick, John Gouldie Stratford, Claude 
Green, Ernest Edward Taylor, Ronald George 
Hague, Wilfred Temperley, William Angus 
Henna, William Thompson, Gordon Harold, B.A. 
Barris, Daniel Gibson (Oxon ) 
Hole, Frederick Herbert Williams, Hugh 
Houghton, John Harold, B.A. Wilson, Sydney Steele 
(Oxon.) Woodcock, Thomas 


Woodrow, Sydney Melson 
Young, James Robert Spencer 


Seconp Onass. 


Dickinson, Harold Crowther 
Bailey, John Beswick Dickson, Richard Cecil 
Bartlett, Walter Henry Dixon, John Owen 
Barwick, John Marshall Dinsdale, Dixon, Peter Sydenham 

BA. (Oxon.) Donne, William Ralph 
Bater, Carl William Reeves Drury, Geoffrey Herbert 
Bates, George Robert Francis Eales, Francis Daw Sherbrooke 
Battersby, Nathaniel Edward, Eric James 
Beck, James Francis Adams Edwards Awdrey Molesworth 
Berkeley, Andrew Joseph Edwards, George Henry Dunmam 
Bernard, Edward John Courtenay Ellett, Harold Picton 
Berry, Arthur Robert Everidge, James 
Beverley, Frank Foss, Edward 
Blaxland, Charles Herbert Lake Foster, James Reilly 
Bliss, Henry Norman Francis, Henry 
Bloomfield, Charles Frankham, Percy Lionel 
Boase, Reginald Fraser, Cecil Edward Reginald 
Boddington, Henry George, Edward Herbert 
Borrer, Arthur Cary Gill, Blacket, B.A. (Camb.) 
Boulton, Aubrey Holmes Golding, Charles Spencer 
Bramley, John Goodall, Arthur Henry 
Brearley, Samuel Goodman, Richard 
Browne, Harold St. John Goodwin, Sidney Otto 
Brunner, Stanley, B.A. (Camb.) Gowing, James Joseph Warden 
Burnett, Charles Compton | Graham, Walter Hill 

tt, Harry Green, Cyril Robert 

Campbell, Archibald Kenneth Gribble, Henry Bennett 
Carpenter, Thomas Edward, B.A. Griffin, Alfred Edwin Barlow 

(Lond.) Griffith, Walter Stanley Currie 
Cash, Albert James Griffiths, David Llewellyn 
Catton, Alfred Groves, Joseph 

nor, Bromley 


Hall, Do 
Chapman, John Barnett 


Harbottle, Arthur Septimus 
Chatterton, Walter Goddard Harrison, Frederic Charles 


Howells, Harry Haywood 
Jacobs, Myer Albert 


Bailey, Arnold Savage 


Chorley, Herbert Harrisson, Lenny Septimus 
Christie, Herbert James Hart, George Frederick 
» Frank Conquest Hatch, William 
Clark, James Arthur, B.A. (Camb.) Herron, Robert Walter Cowell 
Clarke, David Henry Hickman, Thomas Halghton Trevor 


Qohen, Harry Montefiore, B.A. Hill, Samuel Russell 
(Oxon.) 


. Hill, Sydney James 
Cole, Sydney Herbert Hind, Ernest 
Ooles, John Monck Campion Hind, William Blakestone 
ge, Samuel Hindmarsh, George Edwin Scott 
rt, John Graham 


Hoare, Jesse 
wford, Hamilton Walker Houghton, Cecil Gilbert 
Cresswell, Kdward Arthur 


Houstoun, Douglas 
a ere James Forman Howarth, Percy Stanley 
» Ceci 


Hulbert, Arthur 


Orute, Richard Rutter Hutchineon, Allan Moir, B.A. 
Darby, Herbert James (Camb.) 
“auncey, Wilberforce Richmond Jackson, Joseph Oooksey, B,A. 
Lavy, Kdward William (Camb ) 

» George Coode Jennings, George Rubert 


John, David Clement 
John, Thomas 
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Johnson, Samuel Clement, B.A. Rosedale, Alfred 
LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. (Camb.) Royle, Ernest Rupert ; 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. Rent, Tm Rowland Salama, Godfrey Harel 
Kerslake, Ernest James Salt, Harold Geoff 


King, Edgar Blake 


Morton 
Miller, Claude St. John Garle 
Milling, Thomas William 
Monk, Charles Frederick 
Moon, Leonard James, B.A. (Camb. 
Morgan, Charles Carey 
Morgan, William 
Morgan, William Richard 
Murray, Robert Nelson - 
Nairne, John Cyril 
Newcombe, Frederick Heath 
Niel, John Brough 
Nordon, Charles Louis 
Oliver, James Rose, B A. (Camb.) 
Owen, John Robertson 
Owen, Leslie 
Pege, William 
Perks, George Arthur Chater 
Pontifex, Guy William Marshall 
Price, Oharles Verley 
Procter, Samuel 
Pruen, Arthur Sidney Fitzgerald 
Ravenshaw, John Hall, B.A. (Oxon. 
Rhoder, Lewis, B.A. (Oxon.) 
Richards, Sydney Charles 
oo Joseph Herbert, B.A. 


( ; 
Richardson, William Ewen 
Rick:tts, Henry James 
Roberts, Thomas Hunter 
Robertson, Malcolm Gordon, B.A 
(Ourham) 
Robertson, Norman 


Robson, Alfred, B.A. (Camb ) 
Rodwell, Denham 


es (Oxon . 
O8e, 
Camb.) ' 


1902 :— 

Agassiz, Edward Lewis 
Arundel, Herbert Arthur 
Arquith, Thomas Herbert 
Baker, Hugn Morant 
Bannehr, Walter John 

Beatry, Cecil Arthur James 
Bishc p, Hugh Siddons 
Boulton, Arthur Ernest Essington 
Brown, Charles 

Brown, Edgar James 

urgess, Robert Percy Howard 
Cary, : igel Edward 


Carr, Alban 
Chadborn, Albert Clement 





Olark Arthur Frank 


King, Harry Joseph Salter, Frederick Gurney, B.A- 
King, Leonard Reginald, B.A. (Oxon.) 

((»xon.) Sharp, Richard Joseph 
Ladner, John Eric Shaw, David 

bert, Gower Shepherd, Thomas Dowker 

Lamonby, Henry Ravensworth Sheppard, Frederic Charles 
Lang, Ernest Philip Henry Shipton, Samuel 
Latimer, Walter Shoosmith, Kdward 
Lawson, Harold Harry Simmons, Joseph Bruce 
Leadbitter, Francis John Graham Simpson, Palgrave 
Lee, William Frederick Slocock, Harold Laurence 
Lee-Roberts, George Bennett Smith, Arthur Willan 
Lees, James Smith, Oharles Edward 
Leigh-Hunt, Trevor Rodney Smith, Samuel Arthur 
Linnell, F:ederick Thorp Sparrow, William Austin 
Lucas, Percy Francis , Lionel 
McOloughin, Bertram Gordon Stenning, Bernard Clement 
McNaughton, Charles Stevens, Gardiner Frank Buckland 
McQueen, Norman Stevens, James Reginald 
Mallett, Edwin Arthur Stewart, Francis John 
Marsden, George William Stollard, Frank Harold 
Martin, John Lancelot Stone, Roland 
Meaby, Kenneth George Tweedale Storey, John Ormerod 
Melvin, George Streatfeild, Albert Harold Octavus, 
Menneer, Percy John B.a. (Camb.) 
Michelmore, Jeffery Edwards Stubington, George Herbert 


Robineon, John Speir, B.A. (Camb.) Worsley, Edward Geoffrey Parker 
William 


Rooke-Ley, Wilfrid Arnold, B.A. Wright, Peter 
Wrinch, Arthur 
Beaconsfield, B.A, Yates, William Walter 





Fovat Examination. 


Toe following candidates (whose names are in es order) were 
successful at the Final Examination held on the 



































































Sunderland-Taylor, Ralf 
Su'ton, Fraser 
Tatham, Oharles Edward 
Taylor, Edward Stewardeon 
) Taylor, Ferdinand Hall, B.A. 
(Oxon 


.) 
Thomas, William Geor 
Thompson, Kenneth Herbert 
Thompron, William Edwin, B.A. 

(Oxon.) 

Thorp, Charles Edward 
Tijou, Charles Kiddy, B.A. (Camb.) 
Trenholme, William 
Tryon, Baril Frederick Tuckfield i 
Turner, Clifford Green : 
Tyrer, Uliver 
Underwood, Charles Guy 
Upcott, Maurice John ; 
Wain, George William 
West; alfred Wilham 
West, Charles Leopold 
West, Gilbert Lewis 

) Wheeler, Arthur Pither 
Williams, Dyson Bransby, 

(Oxon.) 

Williamson, James Edward 
Wilman, Joseph Henry 
Wing, Charles William 
Winterbotham, William, 

(Camb.) 

. Womersley, Henry 
Wood, Frederic Walter 
Wood, Theophilus 


B.A. 


BA. 


Wortley, Stam 
Wright, Herbert Charles 


Yeo, Thomas Farquhar 


th and 8th of April, 


Clarke, Francis Womersley, B.A, 
Camb 


) 
Cohen, Reuben 
» Thomas 
James Hunsdon 
Daniel, Welter Jobn 
Davies, Griffith Thomas, ,B.A. 
Sey, 
Deeley, Felix 
Dent, James Bannister 
Devitt, Pailip Henry, B.A. (Camb.) 
Dickinson, William 
Donald, Stuart Burton 
Duggav, Thomas Foster 
Eaves, Harold Charles 
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Fred: A dail: tem; states that Mr. W: Pugh, wh 
Edwards North, Peregrine y contemporary . Warren who 
Evans, Roger of O’ Malley, ‘les retired from the position of Chancery Registrar, was present in court 
French, Frank Austin Patteson, k when a disappointed litigant hurled an egg at the head of 
George, John Edward Morgan Pearce, Nyril Harvey V.C., and the latter observed, “‘This was probably meant for 
Goodchild, Frank Ernest Pearce, Harold Seward brother Bacon.”? That the egg was ‘‘hurled,”’ and that it was somewhat 


Guest, Ernest Bryan, B.A., LL.B. Percival, Wiliiam Howes 


(Camb.) Quinn, John 
Hack. Sydney Walter Richardson, William George 
Hamlin, William Ernest Robertson, Norman Cairns 


Heap, Joseph Hammond 


Rogers, Clement 
Hend+rson-Cleland, Walter 


Rumsey. Lucas Eustace 


Horne, Alfred Sant, Edward, B.A. (Oxon.) 
Horsfall, Bertram Schofield, Henry 
Houghton, George Eric, B.A. Shield, John Gilson 

Oxon. ’ Smith, Hugh Périnet 


( ) 
Hunt, Oharles Anthony, B.A. Steavenson, Dudley Vaughan 
(Camb.) Stiebel, Ernest Arthur 
Hunter, Herbert Julius 


Temple, Anthony 
Jarvis, Edgar Frederick Tillett, Bertram Cecil 
Knowles, William Stanley Timmins, Thomas Buckley 
Lane, Alfred Lionel Townsend, Arthur James Henry 
Langdon, William Herbert Twist, Harold Godfrey 
Lawrence, Alexander Waldemar, Vaughan, Charles Stuart 


B.A. (Oxon.) Vickress, William Henry 
Leaning. John Stapleton Vinall, Geoffrey 
Leigh, Henry Richmond Vincent, Herbert James 
Lewthwaite, Arthur Thewlis Waddington, Earnest 
Lovell, Edward Wycherley Wale, James Henry 
Lowndes, Erne*t Alfred Ward, Herbert Edward 


Machell, Hugh Wells 

Major, Charles William Wykeham 
Mayles. Fdward Leigh 

May, Charles, 1 L.B. (Lond.) 
Mellows, Frank William 


Whitfield, Henry 
Wilkinson, Alfred Hughes 
Willatt, Robert John 
Wilson, Joseph 

Windeatt, George Edgcombe 


g 
Morris, Richard Medlicott Winter, Gerald Esdaile, B.A. 
Munro, Kenneth (Camb. ) 
‘Newton, Archibald Wood, John 


‘Newton, Hubert White 





LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENT. 


Mr. H. H Saernanp, barrister-at-law, late a judge of the High Court at 
Madras, has been appointed Legal Adviser and Solicitor to the Secretary 
4 Oin in Council, in succession to the Right Hon. Sir A. Wilson, 








CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLvurions. 


Bastz Freip, Henry James Francis, Freperic Witiiam Emery, and 
Hauwryx Lixcotn Roscor, rolicitors, (Field, Korcoe, & Co.), 36, Lincoln’s- 
inn-fields. March 31. The said Basil Field, Frederic William Emery, and 
Henry Lincoln Roscoe will continue to carry on the said busiaess in 
conjunction with Charles Douglas Medley. 


Horace Parr Scariirr and Cuarites Happon Gray, solicitors (Scatliff 
& Gray), 6, Lancaster-place, Strand, and 33, Whiteheads-grove, Cheleea, 
London. Oct. 24, 1901. [ Gazette, April 25. 





GENERAL. 


It is announced that the Lord Chief Justice (Lord Alverstone) will be 
the Whiteun Vacation Judge, and will attend at King’s Bench Judges’ 
Mhambers on Friday, the 23rd of May next. 


The Central Law Journal gives the following dialogue between a judge 
ocean: Juryman—"‘I think—’’ Judge—“ Stop ! sir; stop right 
there. You are disqualified for the duties of a juryman.”’ 


Thirty gentlemen having been nominated to fill the twenty-four 


high in flavour, are no doubt facts, but the observation ascribed to the 
Vice-Chancellor has never been satisfactorily established to have been 
uttered by him. 


The judges (Justices Kennedy and Phillimore) have fixed the following 
commission days for the Summer Assizes on the South-Eastern Circuit— 
viz, Huntingdon, Thursday, May 29; Cambridge, Saturday, May 31; 
B St. Edmunds, Thursday, June 5; Norwich, Wednesday, June 11; 
Chelmsford, Wednesday, June 18; Hertford, Saturday, June 28; Lewes, 
Wedouerday, July 2; Maidstone, Thursday, July 10; Guildford, Friday, 
July 18. Mr. Justice Kennedy will take the first part of the circuit up to 
and including Chelmsford, after which he will return to London, and Mr, 
Justice Phillimore will be the judge at Hertford and the remaining 
towns. 


As many of the colonial premiers are distinguished lawyers, and many 
of them King’s Counsel, the benchers of the Inner Temple are, says the 
Times, making the most important of their coronation festivities a banquet 
to the premiers of the colonies and other distinguished visitors from his 
Lee ng th dominions beyond the seas. Tuesday, the Ist of July, is the 
night fixed for it in their hall. Prince Obristian. the Lord Chancellor, the 
Speaker of the House of Commons, and several judges as benchers of the 
Inner Temple will be among those acting as hosts on the occasion, but 
barristers and students are to be invited to join in the banquet on the 
same terms as the benchers. Besides the banquet a ball be given by the 
benchers to members of the inn and their friends on Friday, the 20th of 
June. 


The following are the circuits chosen by the judges for the ensuing 
Summer Assizes—viz., Northern Circuit, the Lord Uhief Justice and Mr, 
Justice Wills; North-Eastern Circuit, Justices Grantham and Bruce; 
Midland Circuit, Justices Lawrance and Channell; Oxford Circuit, 
Justices Wright and Walton, Justices Channell and Walton being the 
judges who will attend at the Birmiogham Assizes; South-Eastern 
Circuit, Justices Kennedy and Pahillimore, Mr. Justice Kennedy taking 
the first and Mr. Justice Phillimore the second part of the circuit; South 
Wales Circuit, Mr. Justice Ridley; North Wales Circuit, Mr. Justice 
Jelf; Western Circuit, Justices Bigham and Bucknill. Mr. Justice 
Darling will remain in town. Both civil and criminal business will be 
taken at all the places. 


On Wednesday last counsel applied to the Court of Appeal for directions 
in the case of Mrs. Cathcart. He said that Mrs. Oathcart, whose mental 
condition is to be the subject of inquiry next week, had withdrawn her 
retainer to her solicitor and now proposed to conduct her case in person, 
Her solicitor had, however, already rendered himself liable for considerable 
expenses in engaging a large number of witnesses, and the question was 
how he was to be repaid, Mrs. Cathcart’s property being in the hands of 
the official solicitor who had been appointed receiver. The Master of the 
Rolls said it was no part of their business to refund these expenses to the 
solicitor. He had no right to invoke the assistance of the court for that. 
purpose, but the court allowed the question as to the solicitor’s costs to be 
reserved until after the inquiry. 


‘© Gardner Vv. 99 Gold Coins ”’ is, says the Albany Law Journal, the title of 
@ very unusual and interesting case receutly decided by the Federal Court 
(8 Federal Rep. 552). A fishing schooner, shortly after the wreck of the 
Bourgoyne, which was sunk in collision on the 4th of July, 1898, found 
floating on the water the body of a man upon which was a wallet con- 
taining coins and bank notes of the value of 1,050 dols. The body was 
buried at sea, and after some —— on the part of some members of 
the crew, the money was brought back and paid into a Court of Admiralty. 
The crew were treated as salvors, and in view of their meritorious action 
turning the money into court, the crew, the master, and the owners were 
awarded one-half of the amount recovered. This award was made in March, 
1899. The balance of the fund was claimed by three different 
parties. The salvors claimed the fund as the finders of lost 
or abandoned goods, whose owner is unknown; the fund was also 





vacancies upon the General Council of the Bar, an election will take 
place during the week ending Saturday, the 10tR of May next. 


Mr. A. Herbert Safford, who has been over twenty years the chief clerk P 


at Westminster, is retiring after a public rervice of fifty years, forty-six 
of which have been passed in the metropolitan police-courts. Mr. Safford 
is succeeded at Westminster by Mr. Harry Titterton, from Worship-street 
police-court. 


Mr. Titterton, chief clerk of the Worship-street police-court, has been 

ed to the Westminster court. Mr. Titterton will be succeeded by 
ir. Hallé, chief clerk of the Thames court, and Mr. Glanville, second 
ee enna, will, on promotion, become chief clerk at the 





Societies’ Association’s meeting to be held at Cheltenham 
30th of May next, two papers will be read on the Land 
Transter Act, 1897, one in favour of compulsory registration of title and | 
the Som ape. Un the invitation of the committee, Mr. OC. G. Outler, | 
secretary of the West London Buildin Oe, eee ee 

4 — will be read by Mr, J. 6. Rubinstein, solicitor, of Gray’s- 


claimed by the United States as the successor to the prerogative 
rights of the King of England, and it was also claimed by the public 
administrator of Suffolk County, who had taken out letters of inistration 
ursuant to the Massachusetts statutes, to the effects of the man upon 
whose body the coins were found. The court held that the public 
administrator represented the estate and the rights of the original owner, 
and that the fund in court must be paid over to him. 








Lost Writ.—To Solicitors and others.—Informgtion Required as to 
Will of the late Gzoncz Epwarps, of Coolhurst-road, Crouch End, such 
Will being dated prior to April, 1902.—Address to A. Wunuam Hrzzit, 
764, Ohancery-lane, London.—[Apvr. ] 


Wannine to Inrawpine House Puncuassers ann Lussexs.—Before pur- 
Gang or renting a house, even for a short occu tion, it is advisable to 
have the Drains and Sanitary Arrangements independently Tested and 


upon. For terms apply to The Sanitary ineering Oo. (H. 
Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Established 
27 years. Tel : Sanitation, London. Telephone: 316 West- 


minster.—[Apvr. 


May 3, 1902, 
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to send and the of their debts or claims, to 
Thouns Warton Be, Flowergute, Whitby. Mibdioton Smith, solor for liquidator 
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— _- — — London Gazette —Fuipay, April 18. 
5 tan Gia King ——| Camnox, Mast, Thirsk, York May 14 Grimston v StochBale, Swinton Mady,J Walstall, 











THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 
May 7.—Messrs, Eowtx Fox & Bovsriep, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Corner 
Bite close to Lincoln’s-inn-fields and close to the new road to the Strand. Solicitors, 
Messrs. aes S Loader, yo wy yt , covering about 3} 
acres, si Harrow, producing at present near! Solicitors, 
esers. Lawrance, We’ beter, Messer, & "Taylor. . lean. (Gee advertisements, this 
RESULT OF SALE. 
Revexrsions, Lirz Poxicizs, anp Gas Stock. 
Mesers. H. E. Foster & Onanriexp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. hy of the 
stove Interests at the Mart, E.C., on Thureday last, wh en they were successful in selling 


bain =I, total of Sale being £11,610: Fs 
Absolute to ‘One-third of £6,524; ~ 81 eee ooo ove «» Bold 1,580 
To c-rtain Sheres of £61,000 ee we one oon ae 520 
Absolute to £1,000; life 68 ~~ eee ooo oo 8 625 
Absolute to One-tenth of f £119, 701 ; ‘life7? |. a ee |. 
To One-sixtieth of the same fund ; "fives T7and 4 3. ke £00 
LIFE POLICIES : 
For £1,000 ; = = ose eee ove ee vee ove o oo = ote 500 
For £1,000 ; ” 360 
KIN GSTON-UPON-THA MES GAS ‘CoMPANY £500 Consolidated 
Ordinary Stock ... ooo 550 
— Png Lanp. —Nearly 600 acres of freehold buildi land, within eight 
miles of London, wiil be sold by auction by Mr, Atrrep Ricwagps, at Mart, on June oo 


de > af the death of Major R. K. by = al J.P. = estates are cally the 
first considerable area of land lying undeveloped between aed Eogaa 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gaszette.—Fripay, April 25. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorep ix CHaNnomRY. 
Commosweatta Pusiisuinc anp Apvertisinc Co, Luarep—Peta for winding up, 
presented April 22, directed to be hear 6. Bucklersbury, solor for the 
r. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later “than 6 o’cloek in 
ay 6. 


the afternoon of May 
Corxz, Lome Petu for winding up, rae, April ae bate repent 
Lamley & Li ppearing m 





, Conduit st, solors to the petner. Notice of . ust reach 
the above-named not later than 6 o’c ook f in the afternoon of May 5 
Drxrz Gotp Mine, Luonrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 23, to send their 
es, and postions of theis debts or fr Any to TI Monk, 


names and address 
8, Copthall bidgs K'mbers & Boatman, Lombard a eolors to Pte ee 4 


@zorce Fanwer & Co, Lunitep—Peta for hay wy 23, directed to be 
heard May6 Patersons & Co, 25, Lincoln’s inn (rameter petner. oe 


ring must reach the above-named not a than 6 o’clock in the a 


y 5 
Suuipay & Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before ey No send their names 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Robert Allen, 24, Grainger 
st West, Newcastle on Tyne 
Hurtva Cenrrat Copper Mixine Co, Liatep—Petn for winding ited April 21, 
directed to be May 6. Morse & Co, 87, Walbrook, solors. ped. 
must reach the above-named alt eae tants Gao te ae canon toe 
Mati aoa, pouree sae for winding up, presented April 21, directed ae be heard 
May 6. Stibbard TA Lantiabal st, ottees Ser She betate Notice of appearing 
Ae bove-pamed not later than 6 o'clock in ane artes afternoon of May 5 
MeprreRRanzAN Oreax Naviaation Co ounrub— etn for winding up, presented April 
23, directed to be heard May 6. Jenn’ Leadenhall st, solor for petner, Notice of 
pane aan ust reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in tne afternoon of 
lay 


Rossacu Coe Loarrep—reditors are required, on 
names and addresses. and the particulars of their ate @f auten. to William Genry 
Pannell, 18 and 14, Basinghall st. Nicholson & Co, Coleman st, solors for liquidator 


London Gazette.—Turspay, April 29, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorep ix Cuanogry. 

Barrish Exzcrric Meter Co, Liarrep—Creditors are sagutenl ae or before June 10, 
send their name; dresses and the of their debts or claims, to F. 8. 
Springett, Wardrobe chmbrs, 1464. Queen Victoria st 

Fornestr & Sox, Limitrp—Peta fur wiatins <?. Bi up, Cy my April 25, directed to be heard 
May 13. Tarry & Co, Serjeants’ ian, for petners. Notice of 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 orelock in the afternoon of May 12 

Passcorr & Bouton, Luarep (1 Liqurpation)—Creditors are required on or before 
ya to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of theic bs claims, 

to Mr D. . Compan, Opes ‘s 2 134, Desnagate, Manchester. Swire & Higson, Man- 
chester. rs 

Sreausaie yt oy Co Luurep —Creditors are poguioet, ee or before June 10, » 
send their names and addre-ses, and t thelr ¢ debts or claims, to 
Alexander Reid, 28, st, Liverpool, Ginpeon & Os. atlene v0 liq 

Weirox Orv Suawaer A.B Lege Pep vp ey on or before June 10, to 
send their names the pettionlare of their 5 easy or to William 

ht Water Bristel chenbes. Bicholae eh Bristol. Bramble & Co, solors to 


me 


France May12 Weed v Whit- 


a Cazotine Marti, V: Se Gan, a. 


ve, Buckley, J Herbert, 1 1, Gray’s inn 
Hanusw, Bat t, Birwingham, Sorsy iben Deeks" May 15 Harman v Gunter, Farwell, J 
LPH 


ppared Gazette —Tvrspay, April 22. 
Buses, me | Tarn, Ratiogies, Ironmonger May 22 Osborn & Phillips v Arnold, 


poe ome ti April 26, 


‘Ouarxs, Ancursatp Wriu1aM, a oo or 


Regt May 26 ie ae ne gy ag Byrne, J 
London Gazette.—TuEspay, ee 29. 
Baum, Gzorcz, Chatham, Contractor May 31 Gurr v Barnes, Joyce, J Wood & 


n, Chatham 
Reeves, axar, Warwick pl, Worthing, Gent May 81 Hayward v Reeves, Farwell, J 


Mitchell, orthing 
Auctioneer 1 Stokes ° 
onm, ay Any Bervete, Leadecball st” May 3 v Roper, 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day oF Cram. 
London Gazette.—Tunspay, April 15, 


Ap J , Bury 8t Edmunds wer? Leech 
Aerng, Cuancns Aanox, Newport, Mun,’ Licensed Victualler "May 81 Loyd & Pratt, 
plots LO & BH F Lockhart, Hexham 
May 





ewport 
A . ” Ni 
an, ee ee 96 Baker & Oo, Newton Abbot, 


umberland 
Banpery, Jonn Coanies, Newton Abbot, Devon 
Barxkr, Matitpa Taxorsina, C, Aeeate av 
= arog lay 18 Crust & Co, B Go, Beverage ¥ 
Rates 


BARKWORTH, HAROLD, Oxted, — + %, 
Baxter, Guoncina, Bournemouth 





Bannert, JaMEs, May? N: ——* 
BLANCHARD, ALFRED P: 2, Bayham Camden Town, Veneer Merchant May 31 
Sayer & adie, Chiffard’s ion, Fieet st 


Caonnpes, Tiaee Saw Saaiea, New Malden, Surrey May 19 Chariton & Baker, 


Drew, James, Walsall, Butcher May 16 Evans, Walsall 
Evans, Haxsierr Gxarncpy = Ex1zasers, Bryn Issa, nr Pershore May 5. Worthington & 


Froo i Dorking = 81 Kinsey & Co, Bloomsbury 
Furxcu, Many, Winchester. May 12 Dowling, Winchester i 
Scunan, Sunbonsor Dassasee’ Gs Gy Eide, Peaks Matin May 81 Sole & Co, 
Grocuzeay, Anruur Gmratp, Addison rd West May 16 Bloxam & Co, Lincoln’s inn 


Goprrey, Exizasers, Doncaster May 21 An & Sons, Doncaster 
QGuy, Danret, Bexhill on Sea, Chemist y= & 
Hagpine, Cxagvorrs, Richmond May 9 


Hawxsworts, BRaDLEy, ee eeaen Wee ‘iu Wilson, Mirfield 
Hewaiques, fa MICcHOLLS, Park, Lancs May @1 Dixon & Oo, Savoy 
—— Wit "ome. Flixbro, Lines, Yeoman May 81 Goy & Co, Barton on 
Bu 8 

LABD, Seuina. Holloway rd May 81 yn aoe alg eee ay, mhatiogs 


Janvis, Rey Henry, lord bag LY 
a hoe ae vise Tani tn Geesham biaga, 


Kewnpat, THomas, Leeds May10 Simpson oun 
Kercaeva.t, EvizaseTa Axx, Bouthampton | 
Krrourxe, — Francis, Ninfield, 


Kwyorr. Maria, Powick, Worcester y AY AD ee Worcester 
———- er Canning Town May 14 Luslie & Oo, Gresham bidgs, 


Ba 
Lea, Canouive Surbiton May 10 & 
Litrix, Wiitiam Ruraearorp, aT i foe & Oo, Lincola’s 


inn fields 
a Se Seymour at, Portman sq, Auctioncer May 10 Lumley & Lamley, 
Movutp, Sanan York May 81 Wood, York 


Monxtos, @ Kingston on The Gardener May 12 
Neat, Rev Cutisriax Puxoenick, Chiselborough Recto bs — Vy ~~ May 3i Sparks & 
Rhodesia, South 4 ae rd Hill & Co, Old Broad st 
, Yorks May 10 w & Co, 
bisa vse Ubot Gore Miller Map ii Bredbaty, Old 
i May 18 Thornley & Uameroa, Liverpool 


} 
Suor«, anruve, Liverpool. Merchant 
Turnsutt, Vet Capt Hanotp Paice, a NWP, India May 16 Turnbull, Bridgnorth, 


Vinotes, Wits BR 
b Leen Gacnen, Belierby, Y. a | Dy = 5 
AINWRIGHT EORG yy ‘way ottingham 
libam Al ties Oden 


Witxrnsoy, ALICE U) en yg <4 


Wittrams, Mary, Oxton. eston —y 
Worrenstay, Faaxcis Starrorp Pires, Btavfold, Staffs 


Tamworth 
Woo..art, Raxpat, Fenchurch st, Tea Merchant May 81 Gresham & Oo, Old Jewry 
Wariaur, Joux, Newcastle upon Tyne May 31 Hindmarsh, Alnwick 





June 1 





Wairny Corrzz Van Socizry, Lunrzp—QCreditors are required, om or before June 2, 








a a a 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Tusspay, April 22. 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Banuam, FRepenick, es Norfolk, Farmer Ipswich 
Pet April17 Ord April 


Bagnuam, Atyrep CHARLES _ , Hem: ae, 
Wheolwright Ipswich Pet April 18 April 18 
ett, Wituiam Lewis, Bognor, —, Surveyor 
Brighton Pet Aprili5 Ord April 18 

Batzs, Gzorncz Hexsry, Leicester. Cabinet Maker 
Li Pet March 27 Ord April 16 

Butter, Henry, Norwich, Assistant Schoolmaster 


Norwich Pet April 18 Ord April 18 
CaLLow, Witt1am Orry, Liscard Birkenhead Pet Feb 8 
Ord April 19 


Carrox, Jonnx Puiturr, Peninsular House, Monument 4 
———— Clerk High Court Pet March 5 Ord 
pI 
—— — Leeds, > Water Engineer Leeds Pet 
Ora April 1 
iain _ Mouton Green, Lancs, jena 
Sale‘man Salford Pet Apriti8 Ord April 18 
Davis, bale Merthyr T; dfil, Underground Labourer 
Merthyr T)dfil Pet April 17 Ord April 17 
— at, LL A Parkstone, Batcher Poole Pet April 


Gisson, Ropert CaeistTmas, Go! Gt Yarmouth, Glass 
Dealer Gs Yarmouth Pet April iz Ora April 17 
Hems *orTH, a Halifax Halifax Pet April 18 

Ord April 18 


Hvcues, Freprrick Wituam, Evesham, Worcester, 
Compositor Worcester Pet April17 Ord April 17 
Iyptr, Byron, Roath, Cardiff, Baker Cardiff Pet April 
18 Ord April 18 

Jongs, Wittiam Anruvur, Camberwell, Surgeon High 
Court Pet Feb3 Ord April 18 

Keax, Peter — EX, ont Witira a = 
Cheshire. Newspa; rietoare Bi: ea et 
March 27 Ord April 17 vo 

Kise, somes Wigan, Tailor Wigan Pet Aprilis Ord 


Lez, Frepericx Tromas, Stroud, Glos, Tailor Gloucester 
Pet April 18 Ord April 18 
Levy, 4pganam Swansea, General Dealer Swansea Pet 
April is O d April 18 
Mackerets, Jouy, Spey Lancs, Farmer Preston 
March 12 Ord April 17 
Movustrorp, James Geyer Parker, Stoke upon Trent, 
mated Accountant Swke upon Trent Pet 
April5 Ord April 18 
Mouxtrorp, Witi1am Greaves, Harry Movustrorp, and 
Douxcayn McKay, Shrew-bury, — Builders, Shrews- 
P-t March 25 Ord A 
Nozrgis, Jons Water, Kennet ny ee Remover 
High Court Pet April 17 Ord April 17 
B 


Pivczox, James, Spa kbrook. Tming’ Builder 
Wolverhampton Pet Avril 18 Ord April 19 
Satz. Hazry, ham, Haulier 


Small Heath, B 
ham Pet Aprils Ora April 19 
Suurt, Tuomas, and Samver Besey, Bradford, Grocers 
trad Pet Avrit 15 Ord April 18 

S8paov., moll Neitsox, Eccles, Lancs oey Proprietor 
Salford Pet Aprilil Ord cs 

Braz.ixe, Jonx Hexey, Eastbourne. Licensed Victualler 
E-stbourne Pet a 10 Ord April 18 

Supevry. ee estbourne grove, Printer High 

rt Pet april12 Ord April 19 

TurexetT.e, Georce, Laxfield, nr Framlingham, Suff 
Blac: smith Ipswich Pet March 26 Ord April 6. 

Tuompsox, Geyey LancpaLe as gate, Stationer York 


Pet April13 Ord April 1 
Mid: Inkeeper Middles- 


WILkINsos, oe: lesbrough. 
Pet april i7 Ord April 17 
Woon, Joux, Darli Commercial Clerk Stockton on 
Tees Pet April1é Ord April 16 
Weicat, Cuartzs Freperics, Urmston, Railway Clerk 
Salford Pet Apriii8 Ord April 18 
Amended — substituted for that ee in the 
London Gazette of April 11 
High Court 


Nizse., Avevst, Fitzroy sq, Cabinet Maker 
Pet April? Ord April7 
Amended notice substituted for that tel 
London Gazette of Apri’ 
Curtis, Bicnarp, Wakefield, ae “Wakefield Pet 
April 12 Ord April 12 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED _— RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED 


Puiiex, Jauzs, nnn, Sinaiagien Park rd, B: ilder High Court 
Rese & annul April 9, 1902 — 


London Gazette, ~Fuivay, April 25, 


RECEIVING ORDEBS. 
pril 23 

Oumaa Wauree Be Ae ana Darlin Gatter Stockton 
2 

Cuivers. Tox Suereee, —. Yeast Merchant 
Aberdare Aoril 23 
erpoo! in7 Ord A 2 

on Fo Moneta Figh Court Pet March 

os Wirtax L, Bo'ton, Paint Merchant Bolton 
mes... Jauzs Wartiz, Bloomsbury st, 

Sigh ourt > dae ong Ord A 
Davizs, Joux. yr Vale, Giam, Outfitter Merthyr 


Pet april 1 Ord April 23 
mar Sheffield, Builders Sheffield Pet April? O:d 
wean TE 
Merchant’ 


a Pair, Sue. Yorks, Ironmon Bradford | 
ot’ April is ger 
on Tees Pet Avril22 Orda 
Cagian Epw —~ ieee Southport, Wine Merchant 
v 
5 Ord april 23 
eee house 
April 22 


Evowazp Bicnanp, Leeds, Yarn 
‘s Manager Leeds Pet April 22 Ord 


April 22 
Foustas, Jeux, Whitley Bey. Mort beriand, Grocer 
Neweastle on Tyne April 21 Ord April 21 


Grey, Wittiam James, wats, 2 = Photographer 
Pi th Pet 22 


ymou' 

Hapiey, ARgrHus ay “Kia's Heath. Worcester, 
— Birmipgha: pril 23 Ord April 23 

Hau, WARD Porrer, ‘Cradley, Worcester, Unitarian 
Minister Stourbridge Pet Abril 16 Ord April 16. 

Humpsrey, Wituiam Henry, York, Tobacconist York 
Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

Joxzs, Rosser, Quakers Yard, bon Carpenter Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet April22 Ord April 22 

Kinsy, ny ze, Leicester Leicester Pet April 
23 23 


Kvarnmay, + Manchester, Manufacturer Man- 
ester Pet April 21 Ord a 21 

Littey, Bexsamiy, Aston, ———. Milk Seller Bir- 
mingh+>m Pe Apil2 Ord April 22 

Litty, WALTER a Forest Gate High Court Pct 
April 21 Ord April 

Macktiv, CATHERINE pol Jewin cres, Blouse Manufac- 
turer’ High Court Pet April23 Ord April 23 

McLvucas, Heyry Graname. Bristol, Clothier Gloucester 
Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

Mecarrt, Jos‘pH Rioom Mansfield, Notts Nottingham 
Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Muspay, Cuartes Henry Witiiam, Cheltenham, Inn- 
keeper Cheltenham Pet April 22 Ord April 2 

PakKEB, Sanyal Lancaster, Beerseller Preston Pet April 
21 


April 2 

Peart, CHAaRLEs, Gloucester, Tobacconist Gloucester Pet 
April 12 April 23 

Puitrot, Ricnarp Lez, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Cycle 
Traveller Birmingham Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Piastow, Epwin James, Gt Grimsby, Fish Merchant 

Grimsby Pet A 22 Ord April 22 

Roaca, Jouy, Chingfo + Builder Edmonton Pet 
March 17 Ord Aj 

SHEPPARD, CHARLES fore, Swansea, Baker Swansea 
Pet April 23 Ord Apri 

TraFForD, JouN, Mebbeele Cheshire, _ emaonl Merchant 
Manchester Pet Apri 22 Ord April 

Mary Any. Pokesdown a Poole 


Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Tvrvock, Tuomas, Aughton, nr Ormskirk, Lousiey Pro- 

tor Liverpool! Pet March 20 Ord April 21 

Waker, Frank, Manchester, Auctioneer Manch 

Pet A ril9 Ord April 23 

Watxer, Jonny. Broughton in Furness, paaorges Barrow 
in Furness Pet April 21 Ord April 2t 

WALsH, ANDREW, Aston, Lyme Grocer Birming- 
ham Pet April 22 Ord April 92 

Watss, Wituiam sen, Wittiam Watss, juno, and James 
Warts, Church, Lancs, Builders Blackburn Pet 
Apil8 Ord April 21 

Woovatt & Wiusoy. Gateshead, Builders Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet April 7 Ord April 21 


Amended notice substituted for that ce in the 
London Gazette of April 22 
Baices, Georcze Hazry, Oldham, Lancs, Bookkeeper 
Manchester Pet April2 Ord April 18 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


A.utey, Joun Exvest, Ladywell, Kent, Timber Measurer 
May 2at 1130 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Aystow, WiitraM Ricwarp, Chorlton cum Hardy, nr 
Manchester, Commission Agent May2at8 Off Rec, 
Byrom st Maoschester 

Banuam, Frepericx, Wortwell, Norfolk, Farmer May 16 
at2 Off Rec, 36, Princes st. Ipswich 

Barsuam, ALrreD CHARLES Tuomas, Hempnall. Norfolk, 
: eee May 16 at 2.30 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, 
pews 

Butier, Henry, Norwich, Aabions Schoolmaster May 2 
ati Off Rc, 8, King’ at, Ni 

Crompton, THomas, Wentntnater ll May Gat 12 Bankruptcy 
bldge, Carey 

CuLveRWELL, Maurice, Manchester, Addresser May 2 at 
2 30 Rec, Byrom st Manchester 

Dawiets, Ricnarsp, Monton Green, Lancs, Fruiterer’s 
fn May 2 at 330 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 
chester 


Dav a. ng Wane Rote © Densiing or 
eeper May 5 a! ankruptcy bldgs, Carey »' 
Davies, Witt1am Merthyr Tydfil, Labourer May 2 at 12 
135 High et, Merthyr Tsdfil 

Dean, Faep > Upper Parkstone, bw ane Butcher May 6 at 
1230 Off Rec Endiess st Salisbur 

Gissox, Roserr CurisTmas, oa Gt Yarmouth, 

Glass Dealer May 3at1 Off Rec, 8. Kingst, Norwich 

eum Epwarp Lee, and Hersert Witt1am Hesny 
Busse, Stenehouse, Glos, General Merchants May 
8ati2 Off Rec, Station rd, G'oucester 

Moshe, ALBERT preg "Rent Col'ector May 2 at 


12.20 Off Bec, B 
Hayvcock, Wexserr “Ltement, Bedford sq, Printer’s 
May 682.30 Bankru; bldgs, Carey st 

Howe. Joux, Penrith, Cum May 5 at 3 
Off Rec. 34 — 

| Hureert, Paevericx, Grove rd, pteten, Pianoforte 
Dealer Mav 5ati2 Hankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

| He mpneey, Wittiam Hevey, York, big mist May5 at 1 
Off “ec, The Red House Duncombe p! 1. York 

Inver, Byros, Roath, Oardiff, Baker ie 6 at 12 117, 
St Marv st, Cardiff 

Jowzs. Bicnarp, Penybryn, Morfa Nevin, Carnarvon, 
es Mariner May 6 at 11.30 Police Court, Port- 
ms 

Jones, Wittiam, apd Dawtet Lovepay, Pontypool, Mon, 
Oil ——y =] May 2at li Off Rec, Westgate chmbrs, 

Y-wport, Mor 

Larruwoop, Witt1am Pexxixotox, Hoo Brook, ar Kidder- | 
min ter, Farm Biliff May 2 at 2.16 ‘Mr Spencer 
Th Solicitor, Oxford st, Kidderminster 

Macxurn, reas Fae Jovia crm, Blouse ~~ eed 
turer ay 6 atl ankruptcy bidgs, Carey 

Matcousox, Daviv, Covent Garden May 6 at 12 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey 





at 
Moxstrozp, James Heyny aE, Stoke u 
Newcastle under Lyme 








poo Trent, 
at 11.30 Pont Ber, | 


May 3, 1902 
Nerrvesuip, Joserx, wee 
Fi 


pay Gees May 5 ati 0 
ee In, Sheffie 


ILLIAM, Rekowell, Petr, Publican May 

Off Bee, 47, Full st, Der 

Ronee, Puai.ie Joun, Cardiff, Datcher May 5 at li iy, 

8t Mary st, t, Cardiff 
a Eowm James, Gt Grimsby, Fish Merchay 
2 at1l_ Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 
“ne x twos 8. Wolverhampton, » Horse Dealer May 2aty 
Wolver! 

ecm qe Ray and Martin Txomas, Aberavon, 

Drapers May 8 at 11.30 Off Rec, Si, Alen anda 
wanssa 


Trarr, James, Sou ae gd Devon, Farmer May 2 at 104 
Off Ree, 13, wetted co Exeter 
Wacker. WALT:#E, 
Off Ree, 14. tt, st. ot, Poston 
Woopsaiper. Francis, Holyport. nr Maidenhead. Brik 
Manufacturer May Sat12 Queen’s Hotel, Reading 


Amended notice substituted for that Te in 
the London Gazette of April 22 


LansDALE, Witrrep, Wolverhampton, dine May 2 
11.30 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
oon oe Elsecar, Yorks Barnsley Pet Feb 18 On 
A 21 
Brices, Gsorcz Hasry, Oldbam, Lancs Manchester 
Pet April2 Ord April 22 
CartTwaicHT, Marcus Gace, Toe Gables, nr Stroud, Dye 
Gloucester Pet March 5 Ord April x3 
“HAPMAN, WALTER ROBINSON, a, Hatter Stock. 
ton on Tees Pet April22 Ord April 
aay; , 4 Goprrey, Aberdare, Yeast Merchant Aber- 
Pet April 23 Ord April 23 
A.precut Epwarp RicHarp, +" Yarn 
ant’s Manager Leeds Pet April 22 On 
April 22 
cue. yee JaMEs, pepeeh, Phot-grapher Plymouth 
April 22 Ord April 2 
See ARTHUB on, w~ ¥ Heath, Dairyman 
Birmipghsam Pet April 23 Ord April 23 
Hari. Epwarp Porrer, Cradley, Worcest>r, Unitarian 
Minist-r Stourbridge Pct April 16 Oxcd April 16 
Houmpsrey, Witiiam Henry, York, Tobacconist Yok 
Pet April 21 Ord April 21 
Joxzs, Rosser, Quakers Yard, Glam Carpenter Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Aprits2 Ord ‘April 22 
ater, Linen Go ds Merchant 
vanchester Pet Aoril2 Ord April 21 
Ord ape Pearson, Leicester Leicester Pet April 23 
Ord @ 23 


Noro, 
at 12 


Grocer May 9 at 2 


Sen” 


Kemp, Harry Tomas, 


Begnuarp, Pie Ay Herts, Watchmaker 

ord Pet March 24 Ord April 18 

LAURENCE, sree, Upper Warlingham, Surrey High 
Court Feb 4 On April 22 

McLucas, abn Geauname. Bristol, Clothier Gloucester 
Pet April 21 Ord April 23 

May, Georcs Henry, Tm Yorks, Builder Sheffield 
Pet March 11 Ord April 21 

Mecai1t, JoszpH Broom, Mansfield, Notts Nottingham 
Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Meena, JosepH WILLIAM, Berboutns, poe Agent 
Eastbourne Pet April 7 Oxd April 2 

Mounpay, CuarLtes Heygy WI, Chaitechem, Inn- 
keeper Cheltenham Pet April 22 Oxd April 22 

Parker. Josers, Lancaster, Beerzeller Freston 
April 21 Ord April 21 

Perry, Wittiam Henry, Briarfield, Lancs, Painter 
Burnley Pet April 19 ord April 19 

Paitpor, Ricnarp Leg, Bégbenes, Birmingham, Cycle 
‘Nraveller Birmiagham Pet April 22 Ord Aptil 2 

Puastow, Epwin James, Gt Grimsby, Fish M 
Gt Grimsby Pet ‘April 18 Ord April 22 


Suerraep, mT Swansea, Baker Swansea Pet April 
23 Ord 4 

Sipwge.,, Heyry , ae jum, Herne Bay, Builder 
Canterb Pet March 17 Ord April 19 


ury 

TravrorD, Jouy, Mobberley, Che bire. Sonmeal Merchant 
Manchester Pet April 2 22 Ord A 

Traves, Many Ann, Pokesdown, Sou Baie Poole Pet 
April 22 Ord April 22 

Waxer, Jonny, = ton in Farness, Peabesper Barrow 
in Furness pril2i Ord April 2 

WALKER, a ... Bowes Par! ocow Edmonton 
Pet March 17 Ord april 19 

Wats, oe Aston, Birmingham, Grocer Birming- 
ham April 22 Ora April 28 

fanbase notice substituted for that vr in the 
London Gazette of A: 


Kyiaut, Tuomas Witiiam ALR, Bund, Yorks, 

Grocer Leeds Pet april2 Ord April 19 
Amended notices substituted for those rs in the 
London Gazevte of April 18 
Peart, ALexanpgr, Hackney, Leather “Factor High 
‘court Pet Avril16 Ord April 16 

Wairtinas_ow, Wit11AM BaRrt_ett, Stalybridge, 
Grocer Ashton under Lyne Pet April 1 
Apiil 16 

ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 

Hemuincs, Atygep James, Pokesdown, Southampton, Boot 

Dealet Poole adjud 1 Feb 9, 19.0 Anuul April 2, 


London OR, April 29. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


| Awpznson, Caartzs Gzondz, Chsthom, Coach Builder 
Rochester Pet ap:ii 25 Ord April 26 

Bisuor, Benay, Leicester, Fishmouger Leicester Pet 
april 26 Ord april 26 

Buss, ArTuvE ‘s~y Aston, Birmingham, Bo.t Dealer 


Brows aan CuivvorD, Ags On ae 34 Pet April % 
6 
Cups, Gronoz, Winton, pana, Baker Poole 
Pet April 26 Ord April 26 
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Hatter Stock. 
erchant Aber. 


Leeds, Yar 
pril 22 Opi 


her Plymouth 
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conist Yok 
iter Merthyr 
ds Merchant 
Pet April 23 
s7arer Man- 
Watchmaker 
urrey High 
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Jer Sheffield 
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jate Agent 
ham, Inn- 
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in the 
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z, Quart, | Depague, Architect Canterbury Pet 


Guanes, Wa g20RGE, Pontypool, Fruiterer 
Pet April 25 Ord april 25 
Dazz, Guanes Hexry, Halifax Hslifax Pet April 28 


Ord April 

Don, Loot, “asbingham, Cheshire Crewe Pet March 7 
Ord april 

GREEN, poe kd povess, Milkseller Newport, Mon Pet 
April 26 Ord april 26 

Alanis, SS Pontypridd Pontypridd PetApril22 Ord 
april 22 

oo Cuaries Epwarp, Salford, Lancs, Grocer Salford 
Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

peace, S one oar. SS ee Victualler High Court 

pril 

1 dag pelcoy Longfre mlington, wee 
Ionkeeper Newcastle on Tyne Pet April 25 Ord 
April 25 

Recta. Cuar.es Francis Bpwarp. Leeds, Currier Leeds 
Pet April23 Ord April 23 

Jonzs, GupertT Cuartes, Croydon, Provision Merchant 
Croydon Pet March 27 O.d April 24 

Jovzs, Joun Rexs, Llandewibrefi, arto, Draper 

Carmarthen Pet April9 Ord April 24 

Exnest, a Lecturer Preston Pet 


Manx.ew, 
April 25 Ord April 25 

NicnoLis, James Oxford st, Fruit Merchant High Court 
Pet april24 Ord april 24 

Parmer, Henpert, Leicester, Painter Leicester Pet 
A Ord April 26 — 

Pavt, Rosert, Penge, Builder Croydon Pet March 26 
Ord april 24 


Prorazrork, Henry, poate, Tailor Aberdare Pet 
April 24 Ord april 24 

Bicnarps, Henny James, St aoa Ceo, House Decorator 
Truro Pe; April 23 Ord April 26 

Szcuiani, A P, Westbourne Park High Court Pet Jan 11 
Ord April 24 

Siwaway, James Antuur, Cradley am, Staffs, Brewer 
Dudley Pet April1t Ord April 22 

firs, Haroup, Cheltenham, bay ome yh s Assistant 
Cheltenham Pet April 25 Orda April 25 

Sxour, James, Llandrindod Wells, Radnor, Wheelwright 
Newtown Pet abl 26 Ord (tO. 26 

Tsany, GzorcE, Chid Emsworth, Sussex, Dealer 
Brighton Pet April U “Ord April 24 

Tuomas. Henry Grorcz, Redfielo, ney Pianoforte 
Dealer Bristol Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

TaroxeTT, GzorGE Epw a Rochdale, Farmer Rochds’e 
Pet Apri! 24 Ord A 

Tuver, ALick Lewis, Healey ¢ Castle, San, Carpenter 


New- 


Worcester Pet A 26 Ord Ap 

VexabLe, SamMvEL, a Dorset, Painter Poole Pet 
April 25 Ord April 

Wariagp, WIiuram, Thanet, Kent, Carrier Canterbury 


Pet April24 Ord 4- ~ 26 

Wrstox, Wittiam Jouy, Greenheys, ee Plun- 
ber Manchester Pet April25 Ord A 

Wu, James, and Harriet JonNSON, Rochdale, Bleachers 
Rochdale Pet April 24 Ord april 24 

Wuuams, LLewettyy, Darlington, Mou'der’s Labourer 
Stockton on Tees Pet April 24 Ord Apnil 24 


a notice substituted for that published in 

he London Gazette of April 25: 

WALEER, Seam Alderley Edge, Cheshire, Auctioneer 
Manchester Pet Aprily Ord April 23 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Aypzrton, CHRISTOPHER, a Umbrella Maker 
May7at3 Off Rec, 8, Albertrd, Middlesbrough 

AstTLEy, Rey Bingley, Yo ks, Ironmonger May 6at il 
Off Rec, 81, Manor row, tradford 

Boxxzrt, Gzorcs, Bristol, Insurance Agent May 7 at 11.45 

26, Baldwin at, Bristol 

Barnpiey, ‘ARTAUR Wiraiam, Smethwick, Grocer May 8 
atll 174, a st, Birmingham 

Cuanke, CHARLES, gate, Architect MayS8at9.15 Off 
Rec, 68, Castle st, Cantesbury 

Civrron, JAMES, Colwyn Bay, > Denbleh, a Proprietor 
May 6 at 12 " rmperval Hotel, ao, Core ee, 

Coreman, Tom = apt May 7 at 12 


Bankruptcy bldgs, Care 
mpToN, WILLIAM L, Bolton, saint Merchant May 7 at 
8 19, Exchange st, Bol Bolton 

Darz, Cuanies Henry, Halifax May7 at 230 Off Rec, 
Townhail chmbrs, Halifax 


Davies, Jonny, Merthyr Vale, "Glam, Outfitter May 6 at 12 


‘hat, Merthyr Tydfil 
Northumberland, Grocer 


Foustz, ouN, Whitley Baye 
May6ati12 Off co 80, aw ae ee on — 
wwe Py st, Mereford 


Hanns Jamus, 
May 10 at 2.30 2, 

Hannis, Jonn, Pontypriad May 7 at 12 135, High st, 
Merthyr Tydfil 

Hinruxe, Harriett, East Ham, Essex May 9 at 2.30 
Bankru; bldgs, Carey st 

Hemswortu, CHABLES, Halifax May 7 at 3 Off Rec, 

Townhall chmbrs, 

Hui, Grorez txeLttox, M Moseley, Warwick, Merchant's 
Getk May Sat 12. 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

a, Cuagues Francis Epwarp, Leeds, Currier 
May 6 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Joxzs, Rosser Cashes ¥ Yard, Sam Uarpenter May 8 at 


12 185, Bigh st, r 
Kinny, Hausy’ Prinson, Leice wg 2 May 6 at 12.30 Off 


heo, 1, Berridge 

Laurence, HeRperr, er rR Surrey May 7 
atll Bankru gs, Carey st 
Rr, FREDERICK nous Stroud, Tailor May 6 at 4 


Imperia: Hotel, Stro 

Levy, ADRAHAM, Swansea, General Dealer May 8 at 12 
Off Reo, 31, Alexandra road, Swanse 

Luy, Warren Epwarp, Goodmeyes, Forest Gate May 12 
at 2.30 ru) bldge, 

MoLucas, Henry Grauame, Bristol, Clothier May 6 at 
4.15 Imperial Hotel, Stroud 

Munpay, Cuantze Henny Wituiam, Cheltenham, Inn- 
keeper May 8 at 11.156 County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 


Norzis, Jonn Warren, Kennet rd, Furniture Remover 
“Mav 9at 12 st 
Ouiver, ae Francis, Leintwardine, 
May? Ree, 42, St John’s bill, oe Se 
Pear. Sh Gloucester, May7 atll Off 
, Station rd, Gloucester 
Sxrcuiari, A P, Cornwall rd, Westbourne pk May 8 at 11 


snkruptcy bldgs, st 
Srevier, HP, King st, 8t James May 8 at 12 Bankruptcy 


s, Carey st 
SmitH, Penpensox Waker, and Panmure Wi. 
Taytor, Birmingham, Paper Box Manufacturer May 
Tatil 174, eS t, Birm’ 
Smour, James, Liandrindod Wells, Radnor, Wheel- 
ht May 8at1030 1, High at, Newtown 
Eclces, Lancs Laundry Proprietor 
May 7 at 12 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Sreixerr. Grorcz, Mensi Bridge, Anglesey, China Deakr 
May 7 at 11 30 * Crypt chmbrs, . row. Chester 
Tuomas, Henry Geronrae, “+. % Pianoforte 
Dealer May 7 at 11.30 Of , Baldwin st, 


B 

Trarrorp, Jonx. Mobberley, Cheshire, Coal Merchant 
May7at3 Off Rec, Byrom Manchester 

wae * ILLIAM Henry, Bowes Park, Grocer May 8 at 

Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Ten ple av 

Watier Laurence Many, Southport, laos May 7 at 12 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpon 

Watson, Wittiam, Nelson, Lancs, Draper May 6 at 11 
Off bec, 14 Chapel st, Preston 

WeELLarp, Witu1am, Thanet, Kent, Carrier May 8 at 9 
Of 68, Castle st, Canterbury 

Guiana, Wittram Basgtiert, Stalybridge, Grocer 
May7at330 Off Rec, Byrom st, Mancaester 

Witson, Cuar.es Frepenick, Gateshead, Durham, Builder 
May 6at 1130 Off Rec, 30, Mosley’ st, Newcastle on 


Tyne 
Woop, Joun, Darlington, Comme-cial Clerk May 7 at 8 
Off Ree, 8, ‘Albert oy Middlesbrough 
Weicart, CuaRtes ag Urmston, a Clerk 
May7 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manches 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Aspen James Aldersgate st, Boot Manufacturer High 
Court Pet March 10 Ord April 26 
Anpenrson, CuaB_es GeorcE, Chatham, Kent, Coachbuilder 
Rochester Pet April 26 Ord Apri! 25 
Bissor, Henry, Leicester, Leicester Pet 
April 25 Ord April 25 
7 Katz poem, Harrogate York Pet April 25 
2! 


Oarcx. ALFrep Younec, and Wituiam Fiixnpers Lewin 


Fishmonger 


Throgmurton st, Bankers High Comt Pet March 17 
Ord april 24 
Cups, GroraE, Winten, ) Senaeet, Baker Poole Pet 
4pril 26 Ord A: 
Cosa, Wir" Pontypool, Mon, Fruiterer 
Newport, Mon Pet Ord April 26 


Crompton, WILLIAM 1 ABsites, Paint Merchant Bolton 
Pet April5 Ord April 24 


Dare. Cuagies Henry, Halifax Halifax Pet April 23 
Ord April 


Merthyr Vale, ben Outfitter Merthyr 
fil Pet A liu Ord April 

Forster, Jou, lev Bay, "Northumberland, Grocar 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet April 21 Ord April 

Hazzis, Jouy, a Pontypridd Re "4 pril 22 


a Ord A) 
ABRIS, - 
f 8 rem or 19 


Davies, Jonny, M 


1LL1AM, Fast Molesey, Surrey, 
Kingston, Surrey Pet 


Hensert, T, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Leivsectar 


Pet Ap il 3 Ord April 23 
a, Yates. Kent Canterbury Pet March 


Pet Ord 
so tet Tyne Bet eal se 


il 25 
Jounson, CHARLES eens -_ Leeds, Carrier 
Leeds Pet April23 Ord 23 
oc Faeperick Sauspers 
Leicester 


and 
h, Leicester, Ironmongers 
Pet March 26 Ord April 26 
, Hants South- 


Lancaster, y -3 WITHERS 
Agent Liverpool Ord 


. Stock 

Feb 1 Ord April 24 

wer deen Liverpool, 

Manrxiew, Envest, Preston, Resident Lecturer Preston 
Pet April 26 Ord April 25 

Nerriesnip. Josern, Concaster, Grocer Sheffield Pet ° 
March 95 Ord April 23 

NicHoits, James, Bucknall et, Oxford st, a Merchant 

N - G os Ba os 4 B ater, 

IGHTINGALE, GEORGE, + — 

Advertising Agent ‘High Cou Pet March 7 Ord 





Pa.me’ Lay ign, Painter Leicester Pet 
4 
nanien’t Henry axe, st 
Truro Pet April 26 Ord April 26 
Rosson, Beatram Mowracvg, Bi Metal Broker 


Pet ‘Ord 

Epwaszp, Milk +t, Uniectlothing Manufacturer 

h Gourt "Pet dareh 22 Ord April 25 

Sipaway, a Areep, Cradley a, Staffs, Brewer 
Dud! 


Bossy, 


ey Pet 48 11 Ord April 24 
Smuiro, Hazerp, Cheltenhum Un eer 
Cheitenham Pot april 23 Ord April 25 


, Ol Wells, Rednor, aga 
Newtown Pet April 26 — 
Terry, Gzorez, bam, 

Brighton Pet april 8 C Ont “Tpa sae 


Taickxett, George Epwarp, Cast’ 


Pet Aprilz4 Ord April 24 
TupGk aALick Lewin ttealey Castle, Worcester, Carpenter 


Worcester Ord A 28 
bing MD nate onl Plamber Poole 


26 Ord 25 
_ sen, Witt1am Watsn, jun, and James 
ders Blackburn Pet 


Va * 


April 8’ Ord April 24 

. Wetvarp, WIittiam, y—~ Kent, Carrier Canterbury 
Pet aprii 24 Ord April 24 

Weston Wit1iam oo Greenheys, Manchester, Plumber 


Manchester aprit 256 Ord April 25 
Witp, James, and Hanger Joussox, Rochdale, Bleachers 
Rochdale Pet april 24 Ord April 24 


a aie eubstituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Warca 21: 
Pauses, Joun Wiittam. Bradford, Labourer Bradford 
Pet March 19 Ord March 19 
Amended notice substituted for that pablished in 


Gazette of apr’! 22: upon Trent 


Montrorp, James Henrzy Parkes, Stoke 
Accountant Stoke upon 
april5 Ord april 18 


























Three purposes provided 


MERRYWEATHERS' 


COMBINATION OF APPARATUS FOR 


FIRE PROTECTION, 
ELECTRIC LIGHTING, 


Experienced Engineers sent to Survey at Mansions, Estates, and Villages. 


and WATER SUPPLY. 


for at One Minimum Cost. 





MERRYWEATHERS’ PORTABLE 


«‘Chute’’ Fire Escapes, from 
Hydrant Systems, from 


SPECIAL SPRINKLERS 


FOR INDOOR PROTECTION. 


*«‘London Brigade’’ Hand Fire Pump - 
(With which one person can attack a fire unaided, and by which three-fourths of 
the fires in London are put out every year.) 


Pressure Augmentors for High Buildings where water 
service is at lew pressure. 

FOR LIFT SHAFTS. 

Write for Pamphlets, post-free. 


MERRYWEATHERS, 63, Long Acre, W.C., LONDON. 


FIRE APPARATUS 


£5 5 0 
= s £5 0 0 
- - £30 0 0 
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Sale Days for the Year 1902,—Mesars, 
F . ELLIS, EGERTON, 
BREACH, GALSWORTHY, & CO. 
beg to announce that the undermentioned dates have 
been fixed for their AUCTIONS of ‘Scena Copy- 
hold, and Leasehold ESTATES, Reversi ‘Shares, 
Oe &c., at the AUOTION MART, Token- 


Life 
pont, > 

eece ans Sotrnents for intermediate Sales can also be 
Thursday, May 8. Thursday, July 17. 
Thursday, May 15. Thuraday, July 24. 
Monday, June 2. Monday, July 28. 

y. June 3, Thursday, August 7. 
Thursday, June 12. Thursday, September 25. 
Monday, June 16. jay, October 9 
Thursday, June 19, Thursday, October 23 
Monday, June Monday, November 8 
Thursday, June 26, Th y, November 20, 
na seg Thursday, ——— 4 
Monds: . ly 7. vy Decem! 
Thursday, ly 10. 





1 
A List of forthcoming Sales me Somes is published in 
the advertisement columns 8 as — Times,” “ Standard,’’ 


urda; 

7 Co, aieo issue on the Ist of 

Month a SCHEDULE OF PROPERTIES TO BE 

L ORSOLD, comprising landed and residential estates, 

fare, freehold and lease ~¥ a town and aman 

ity offices and warehouses, ground-ren 

and investments generally, which will be forwarded free 

of charge on application to their Offices, No. 29, Fleet- 
street. Temple-har, B.0. 


PERIODICAL SALES. 
ESTABLISHED 1843. 


ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
orm to Marsh, Milner, & Co.) conduct 
PERIODICAL SALES of 


REVERSIONS (Absolute and Rentiee). 
1s INTERESTS and ANNUITIES, 
LIFE POLICIES, 
Shares and Debentures, 
Debts and Bonds, and 


In 
on the FIRST and THIRD THURSDAYS in each month 
throughout the year, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C. 





appointments fixed for 1902 are as follows :— 
Thursday, May 15. Thursday, Sept. 18. 
Emery June 5. Thursday, Oct. 2. 
y, June 19, Thursday, Oct. 16. 
Thais’? July 3. Thursday, Nov, 6. 
Thursday, July 17. Thursday, Nov, 20. 
Thursday, Aug. 7. Th 4 


y, Dec. 4. 
Thursday, 21, Thursday, Dec. 18. 
Thursday, 7 $: 
Offices, 6, Poultry, London, E.C, gg pe _ 999 Bank. 
Telegrams : Invariably,’ London. 








PERIODICAL PROPERTY AUCTIONS. 
ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
beg to announce that their PROPERTY AUC- 
held at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on 
———— WEDNESDAYS in every month 
e year 















fixed for the year 1902 are :— 
, May 7. Wednesday, Sept. 3. 
May 21. Wednesday, Sept. 17. 
June 4. Wednesday, Oct, 1. 
June 18. Wednesday, Oct. 15. 
July 2. Wednesday, Nov. 5, 
Wednesday. July 16. Wednesday, Nov. 19. 
‘Wednesday, Aug. 6 ‘Wednesday, Dec, 3. 


Wednesday. Dec 17, 


in te 
Auctioneers, at their Offices, 6, Poultry, London, E.C, 
Telephone No. 999 Bank. Telegrams: ‘ Invariably, 


on.”” 





MONMOUT 4sHIRE.—Sale of the oe cong Rs = of the 
Duke of Beaufort’s ag a og 
Tote va peop aoe pan Lp Market ‘Tou, and 


ESSRE 3 “ORIVER. 7 TON AS. & 60. are 

honoured with instructions to SELL Ay AUCTION, 

Day, AY, MAY 2, 1602, auivan od Salon heck a 
Lots, 12 MANOR es oval 


Privileges, end Appurtenaoees. Inownne Usk, “Ly 

Trelleck, Trelleck Grange Chepstow, Port- 

=— Newport Caerleon. Monmouth, d Dinge- 

Also the venerabie Ruin««f White Castle, with the 

Toner at Liandilo Crossenny ; Grosmont ‘ ‘astle, with the 

Manor of Three ‘‘asties ; Grosmont ~hall and Market 

Tolls. Likewise the valuable Impropriate Tithes in ,the 
es of Dixton Hadnock, 

mt Kemere Ir ferior, Saint A» vans, Tlenvett Discoed. 

ry Usk, Liandenny, Lianbaddock. Lianishen 

Ragl«, vot the Hamlets of Gw-heilog and Glarcoed 
Particulars of Messrs. Williams & James, Vendor’s Soli- 
i. bankme! 





— Messrs. Driver, Jonas & Co., Surveyors, 
and Auctioneers, No. 23, Pall Mail, London, 





youu, HORSEY, SONS, & CASSELL, 
11, BILLITER SQUARE, LONDON, E.C. 
Established 1807. 
AUCTIONEERS, VALUERS, AND SURVEYORS 


*Potumr, Horszv, Loxpox. 
Telephone No. 746 AVEXUE. 


Telegraphic Address— 





SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1902. 
MESSRS. 
| D amen RIDGRWATER FARMER, & 


Bras Inver investments, ee ee own, Guberben, and Go 4 


Ground- 
rents, Howece, , Bastness PJ ional other 
Properties will be held at the AUCTION Rr, Token- 
house-yard, near the Bank of England, in the City of 
London, as follows :— 











Sporting Q' , and 

mises to be Let or id by private contract are 5 ne 
Re ee of coh mene, SOS ne f Messrs. 
Debenham, T a Bridgewater, Eatate Agents 


‘ewson, Farmer, 
rs, and Valuers, 80, Chea » London, E.' 


Telephone ne No. 508 


By Order of the Executors and Tretens of the Wid of the 


or R. K. Tavl 
OLD SOUTHGATE, CHM WORE. a HILL, PaLamns 


80 
600 ACRES of RIPE FREEH OLD BUILDING LAND 
WITHIN 8 F LONDON. 


.* ALFRED "RICHARDS will SELL 
AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhoure. yard, 
EC. on PAONDAY. JUNE 9, 1902, mi TWO o'clock pre. 


Lots :— 
Re OLD PARK BUILDING ESTATE of 135 ACRES 


at Palmer’s Green. 

“THE Ag ap eg = NG and RESIDENTIAL 
ESTATE OF 300 A’ Southgate and Winchmore 

Hill, with excellent MANSION HOUSE, choice grounds, 
conservatories, ample stabling, ornamental water, and the 


Winchmore 
THE agg: = dh ESTATE, ABOUT 25 ACRE3, in the 


Green-lanes, Palmer’s Green 

—— TABM ESTATE, 60 AORES. at Winch- 
more 

THE WATERFALL ESTATE, 25 ACRES, at New 


Sou! 

“THE HERMITAGE” and “ Cannon HILL,” two 
superior Residences at Old Southgate. 

*THE FOX” PUBLIC-HOUSE "(Fully Licensed and 
= Pcssession in 1905) in the Green-lanes, Palmer’s Green, 


BLOOKS OF BUILDING LAND fronting Alderman’s 
Hi'l, Green-lanes and Hop Ag Palmer’s Green. 

The Estates, two of b. Grovelands and The Old 
Park) are aye wady y the Great Northern Railway, three 

stations beipg either upon or close to the properties, are 
ow tendered, they possess SEVERAL MILES OF 
FRONTAGE to existi parish roads, and are RIPE FOR 
IMMEDIATS 1 BUILDING OPERATIONS, the demand 
for houses in these icts being enormous, 

_, May oes he ge by permission of the occupiers, and par- 





LEASEHOLD GROUND-RENTS, amounting to £111 per 
annum, abundantly secured upon 70 capital pane: 
houses and Shops and . a. house, cungeiing Bes. 


to 50 Yoni A Pa3a), Rec ry-sguare %-% 8, and 5, 
White Horse-lane, and Nos 147 to 177 (oad). A 
green E. Term 62 years unex a Estimated rack- 
rental over £2 000 per annum — 


EBENHAM, TEWSON, FARMER, & 


BRIDGEWATE 
will SELL, at the MART, on TUESDAY, MAY 18, at 
TWO. in Two Lots, the above well-secured LEASEHOLD 
GROUND-RENTS. 
Particulars of Messrs. Emmet & OCo., Solicitors, 14 
Bloomsbury-square, W.C.; and of the ‘Auctioneers, 80 
Cheapside, E.C. 


KING’S CROS3.—Close to the Railway Stations.—Two 
wo anya blocks of Freehold and 
houses, extensive frontages of about 550 x 
to pote North-street, pnd mig ot 
with a total area of over 28,500 square feet, having a 
rent-roll of nearly £1,500 per annum, aff. nt 
resent a en -— = the a the oats | ( 
ing tenancies ca; & or more imposing prem! 
jae For Sale, by order of the Trustees of the late 
J. Burchell Esq in Lots Prel — Messrs. 
EBENHAM. TEWSON, FARMER, & 
BRIDGEWATER 
will SELL, at the MART, on TUESDAY. JUNE 3, at 
TWO, a very valuable FREEHOLD ESTATE, comprising 
Nos. 210, 212, 214, 216, 218, 220, 222, 224, 226, 228, 230, 232, 
284A, 234, 236, 238, and 240, Pentonville-road, 3 and 5, 
Winchester. street, and 1, 3, 5, 7, and 9, North- street, let 
upon repairing leases, and other t at 
reats, amounting in the aggregate to nearly £1,500 per 
annum. 
Further pions of py H. Hortin, Esq., Solicitor, 
161, Hageese-cend; of the Auctioneers, 80, Cheapside. 


SITTINGBOURNE, KENT. 
Notice of Sale by Private Treaty. 
ESSRS. TUCKETT & SON beg to 
announce that they have DISPOSED OF the S ase 
of the RODMERSHAM ESTATH, advertised for Sale by 


Auction on May 12, by Private Treaty. 
Auctioneers’ Offic:s, 2 , Basinghall-street, B.C. 














REGENT’S PARK.—By Order of Executors. 

ESsRS. TUCKETT & SON will SELL 
by AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, 
E.C.,on MONDaY, MAY k. 1902, at TWO o’clock pre- 
cisely, in One Lot (unless pi viously disposed of by private 
contract), the desirable PrEASEHOLD RESIDENCE, 
known as No. 6, Park village East, -ituate within two 

minutes of Regent’s Park. the estimated rental value bei 

£85 per annum, held on an underlease for a term of whi 
— Sey ane are unexpired at a ground-rent of £15 per 
acant possession on completion of the pur- 


5 &e., of Messrs. Richd, & C. Smith, 
Solicitors, No. 26, Lincoin’s-inn- —_— ¥y 6. ; or, with 
orders to view, of Mesers. Tuckett & Sea, Surveyors, &c., 
2, Basinghall-street, EC. 


the Mart, 1902 (First Half 

ESSES. FURBER, PRICE, &FURBER'S 

SALES of FREEHOLD and LEASEHOLD ) PRO- 
PERTIES, GROUND-REN1S, and other 








be held at the AUCTION shouse- yard, E.C., 
on the follo aye at £WO o'clock 
Friday, May I Friday, he a 7. 
Friday, July 25 
And upen na dates as 
Particulars of to be inetuded shi should be cont in 
“ou eo before dat of Estate Offices, Warwick. art, 
0 ar =CO 
a: W.C. Established 70 years. Telephone: 





—_ conditions of sale (price 10s, 64, 
cach), abiaine of Messrs, Lindo & C»., Solicitors, 2 and3, 
t, Finsbury-circus, E.C. ; and of Mr. Alfred 
ce gg 18, Finsbury - circus, E.C., and 

| rae wl 


CATFORD and FOREST HILL.—With possession, in 
valuable Fre of owner leaving the neighbourhood. A 
le Freehold Residence, known as “ Kn«ckholt,” 
Catford, charmingly situate on high 
wand one pafk-like surroundings, close to Catford and 
gonad Bridge Station, on the South-Eastern and 
Ohatham and Dover Railway, containing 10 bedrooms, 
oe ae two bath-rooms, three reception rooms, biiliard- 

semis conservatory, and good domestic offices. 
laid out grounds, well stocked with fruit troes, 

ern sanitation. Anda 

Semi- detached Residence, No. 36, St. Germsn’s-road, 
iy containing four bedrooms, bath-room, box- 
ee ee “rooms, and good domestic offices, 

entrance. let at £32 per annum. 
UBSRS. “s. WALKER & SON wil SELL 
by AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, 
Lethbery, = MA? NMESDAY, MAY 14, at TWO o'clock 


Cy by private treaty), the above 
FucEHOLb Fh OLD PROP RTIES. 


ticulars of Messrs. Upperton & Co., Solicitors, 14, 
Lincoln’ AY at the Mart; and of the Auctioneers, 


22, Moorgate-st 








FREEHOLD. 
At a Very Low Reserve. 
No, 15, PALACE COURT, W. 

An unusually attractive modern F y Residence, ex- 
ceedingly _— lanned throu: Moon and occupying a 
eet position in Dotedly one of the most 

Ithy Dictricts in the West End. = iy only a few yards, 
walk from Ki n-gardens, ses the in- 
estimable reg of iene aed A. to two statione 
on the Central London Electric Railway. The accommo- 
dation c 10 excellent bed and dressing-rooms, 
th-room, ant double Grewiag room, 
fine dining-room with’ panelled oak dado, a large square 
inner hall or vestibule with fireplace, ani which can be 
used as smoking-room, an excellent "full-sized billiard- 
room, and complete domestic offices in the basement, 
The premises are fitted with every conceivable modern 
convenience, incl: the electric light, speaking tubes 
to all floors and h ¢ pp cold water supplies throughout. 
Vacant Possessi n on completion of the purchase 
M mses. WALTON — LEE (acting ia 
copjunction with Messrs. & A. SW.IN) will 
offer the above exceptional PReeHoLD >ROPERTY by 

AUCTION, at the yp T kenhouse-yard. BC, oa 

TogsDa: ¥, the 27th ay, of MAY 1802, at Two o'clock 

C) of privately 
Partial = wale previo of sale may be obtained of the 

Vendor’s Solicitors, Messrs Scott, Spalding, & Bell. 1 

Queen-street, yy EC.; and (with cards t» view) 

Messss. E, & A. Swain, 26, High-street Notting-hill-gate, 

W.; or of the Auctioneers, at their Offices, No. 10, Mount- 

street, Grosvenor-square, W. 


i ESSRS. HERRING, SON, & DAW, 
AUCTIONEERS, ESTATE AGENTS, — 
Sanitary and Mortgage Surv 
IRONMONGER LANE, CHEAPSIDE, E.C., 
and 308, BRIXTON HILL, 8.W. 
(Established 1773.) 
Telephone Nos.—*‘ 5964 Bank,”’ ‘‘ 130 Streatham.” 
Telegrams —“ Oldest, London,” 


ESSRS. H. GROGAN & OO., 101, Park- 
i street, Grosvenor-square, beg to call the attention of 
intending Purchasers to the many attractive West-End 
Houses which they have for Sale. Particulars on app!<ce- 
tion. Surveys and Valuations attended to. - 
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